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NSUS OF SPECIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS FOR "DISADVANTAGED" STUDENTS

INAMERICAN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1971-72
S

The Higher Education Amendments Of 1968 established a legal basis and

ffunding a thorization for-the U. S.'Office of Education to establish,

institutions .of higher education, "Special Services Programs"--ciounseling,

tutoring, career guidance, placement--for enrolling "students with academic
4

potential...who, by reason of deprived educational, cultural, economic

background, or physical handicap, are in need of such services to assist

them to initiate,. continue, or resume their post-secondary education."

For the academic year 1971 -72,, the secghd year of operation, 187 pro-

grams or projects involving 206 inStitutioWs or organizations were funded

through the Division of Student Atsistance, USOE, at a cost of approxi-

mately $14,925;000 (internal report of the Division of Student Assistance

dated October 12,,1971).

In August 1971, Educational Testing gService was contracted to conduct-

an evaluation study Of the impact of these programs. The stated objectives

of the study were 'to provide an assessment of the broad need for speciql

services for disadvataged students is institutions

develop an information base for use in future evalua

provide useful pFogranimanagement information to the

Student Services."

of higher education,

tion activities, and

Division of Special

A,basic and initial step in the study was an,inventory of supporting

programs concerned with the disadvahtaged--whether Special Services Programs

f

1This is a special report of a questionnaire survey mailedlb 2,991

institutions of higher education in October 1971, as a part of an evalu-
ation of support service programs for disadvantaged students, conducted
by Educational.Testing Service for,the U. S. Office of Education 'Under
Contract No. ,OEC-0-72-0116.
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er not---at a . S. under aduateinstitutions of higher education. To
.

accomplish t i task, a frief questionnaire was developed. The question-
,

naireconta

tution's bfid$et, n er of students,,percentage of student body disadvan-

taged, Sp cifal S rvices or similar programs, number of involved faculty

and staff, pa re of, programmatic activities, and extent and source of

financia rport. This qUestionnaire was to be directed to all insti-

tutions e higher education in the United States, to provide a 1971-72

1-1
census efithe kindd of programs and -numbers of studentS served., A copy

of the Itjestionnaire id-ShoWn in Appendix A of this report.

/
114 itets that sought summaryinformatiOn about the insti-

A. Procedures, Response, and Limitations

1. D saription of
.

the Population and the Respondents

1 1

T4;e all-institution census was mailed to 2,991 institutions of higher -
; f

1

educat on in late October 1971. After intensive and vigorous follow-up

of 4 esponding institutions (by letter on December 10, 1971 and by mail-

gram' January 21, 1972--see Appendix B), responses were received (by

March 15, 1972) from 1,766 (or 59%) of the institutionspolled.2. Insti-
1 1

.tutto s responding by telephone were polled by phone where possible,

usilli the form shown in Appendix C. _

.

Unfortunately,
,

the 1,766 census forms returned by'March 15 were not

'iform.quality. For this reason, returned forms were categorized into

ajor categories': (1) No information provided due to inclusion of

2
Vigorous follow-u0'of nonresponding SSDS institutions continued

thr ugh September 1972,, with final effort phone calls made by a research

tea member working out of USOE. By November 16, 1972, all but 11 of the

S$D institutions had responded.

4
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institutional information in census completed by parent institution;

7 (2) No information proixided due to the fact that the'institution was

, .

closed or closing; (3) No information 'provid4d* except notation that

institution had no programs for the disadvantaged; (4) Data provided

\

was conflicting (e.g., more money spent on programs for the disa antaged

than entire institutional budget); (5) Many census items incomplete or

not answered; and (6), Relatively complete census forms With credible

data. The return rate,by- this qualitative category of returned question-

naires is given in Table 1. From the table it Can be seen that usable

.data were available from only 1,498 institutions (85% of all returned

forms and slightly more than 50% of the original 2.,991 institutions).

Complete data were obtained front only 39% of the 2,991 original

Table 1

Response Rites for Institutional Census

Percent Percent of
- \

of All Responding,

Category of Response Frequency Institutions Institutions

1. No information
(Provided by parent institution) 35 1.2" 2.0

2. No information
1.

(Closed or closing) 29 1.0 1.6

3. No information
(No programs). 204 6.8 11.6

4. Conflicting information 99 3.3 5.6

5. Considerable missing data 2321 7.8 13.1

6. Relatively complete 1,167 39.0 66.1

'Total 1,766 919.1 , 100.0

a
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The return rate was, on the whole, lower than hoped for. This,

of course, may have been a function of several factors, such as the

ready availability of the, information requested, or the attitude of

4

some college administrators to surveys in general and /or to the

special subject of this survey.

2. Biases in Sample of Institutions Returning Census

In any survey study where the rate of.return is not 100%, there is

bias due to the self-selective nature of such a sample. It is possible,

however, that the sample may have been reasonably representative on some

set of variables considered critical in terms.of the stl.ilyj or, if they
, .

were not, one may have been able to determine the nature of th bias and

any. implications as to- how such- biases-may have-affected the fiOdings.

twb avenues were available by which to examine such biases in t e sample

of institutions returning the census Yorm.

The first avenue was the comparison of responding institutions with

nonresponding institutions on such matters of record as: (a) r ion in

which institution is located, (b) status of participation of institution

in the federal SSDS program, (c) institutional control, (d). predominant

racial makeup of student body, (e) highest offering of institutionand

(f) accreditation of institution. The second avenue was the drawing of

a sample of nonrespondents, obtaining the critical information by tele-

phone, and comparing that group with the respondents.

Comparison of respondents and nonrespondents on factS of record.

Tables 2 through 7 show the distribution of responding institutions in

terms of these factors as compared to the p"Opulation distribution;
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Table 2

Response Rate of Institutions by USOE Regions
a,

Re on

Number
Responding

(

Response
Rate

Percent
in Sample

Percent in
Population

60 .600 3.4 3.3

2 150 .534 8.5 9.4

3 193 ..607 10.9 10.6

4 ,210' .590 11.9 11.9

5 332 .605 18.8 18.4

-6, 321 .575 18.2 18.7

7 144 .578 8.2 8.3

8 1'49 .69'3 8.4 7.2

9 67' .650 3.8

10 139 , .535 7.9

Total schools

2
X =

classified = 2,989.
b

7.989 with 9 df, p > .05

a
See Appendix D for USOE regions.

b
The total in Tables 2-7 will not always be 2,991 due to.(1) inability

to classify institution a priori and/or (2) data transformation errors.

Response

Table 3

Rate of Institutions by Degree of Past

Participation in SSDS Program

Degree of
Participation

Number'
Responding

Response
Rate

Percent
in Sample

Percent in
Population

Funded, past or present 141 .678 8.0 7.0

Applied but never funded 356 .672 20.2 17.7

Never applied 1,268 .563 71.8 75.3

Total schools classified 7 2,990.

2
X = 11.485 with 2 dt, p .005.'
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'Table 4

Response Rate ot ,Institutions by Institutional Control

Number Response
Type of Control Responding -Rate

Percent Percent in
in Sample Population

Federal, state or local 829 .630 50.4 49.6

Private nonchi.rch related 443 .612 26.9 27.3

Privte church related 373 .607 22.7 23.2.

Total institutions classified = 2,655.

-).(

2
= .4673 with 2 df, p > .05

Table 5
40

Response Rate of Institutions by;-

.Predominant Student Racial 11akeup -

Predominane.Race
Number Response Percent .Percent in

Responding
A

Rate in Sample Population

White 1,561 , .624

Black or other
ethnic group * 75 .5141

Total schools classified = 2,647.

X
2
= 2.548a with 1 df, p > :05

a
Corretted.

95.4 94.5

4.6 5.5

40
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Table

Response Rate of Institutions .by Higheit Offering
.

Highest Offering

Less than 4years

4-5 year program

First professional degree
or masters program*

Doctoral program

i Number Response Percent Percent in

Responding - Rate in Sample Population

575 .537 35.1 40.4

513 .66(1/--- '31.3 29.4

351 .678 21.4 19.6,

,19-8 .702 12.1. 10.7

4
4

. 4

Total institutions Classified = 2,647.

X2 F 19.689 with 3.df, P'<.001

9

Table 7

-------_Response Rate of Institutions by Accreditation.

Number Response Percent Percent in

Accreditation Responding Rate an Sample Population

.Acciedited 1,372 .642 84.1

Not accredited 259 .527 15.9 18.7

Total institutions classified = 2,628.

X2 = 8.256a with.ldf, p < :005

a
Corrected.

9
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additionally, the tables give a chi-square value computed to.teSt the

assumption that the responding institutions 6oulibe considerqd as a

randomsample from the population (i.e., if the bias introduced in terns
.$

;of these factors is greater than one that,could be expected by chance

as a result of random sampling). As can be seen from the tables, the

responding sample of institutions was not biased (or no more biased

than one would expect in a Yandom sample) in terms of region (instead

of arbitrary geographical regions, USOE regions, which reflect geography,

were used), institutional_ control, pr predominant student racial makeup.

The responding institutions were, however, a biased sample in terms of -

degree of involvement in federal SSDS programs, highest_degree offering,

and accreditation.

Institutions that had participated (either in terms of having a

funded, program or having applied for one) in the federal program were

overrepresented in the sample, and those institutions that had never

applied for such programs were underrepresented. .,While it may be argued

that one reason for this difference is that instittitions_eurrently funded

'*:. .,..
for such ' programs felt implicit pressures to respond, this supposition

...

is not, supported by the data (note that the response rate for such insti-
.

tutions is almost exactly the same as for those institutions that had

applied for funding but had been turned down). A more reasonable ex-

planation for this disparity in the response rate is related to whether

or not an institution did or did not have special programs for the dis-

advantaged, 4 personal communication to one member of the research

team from-a dean of &large state university, prohibited by state law

10

.
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from developinge"special programs ," indicated that the institution

did not respond due to the fact that it did not want to 'look bad" in

comparison tb comparable institutions in 'the 'study not so 'hampered by

law. Other letters and phone calls from institutions that ultimately

did not return the census form su5Stantiated this assumption to some

degree. Since institutions that applied for SSDS fundp have typically

been found to have extant programs for the disadvantaged or assumed to

-have some real interest in developing such programs, it is reasonable

to assume that, of those schools which have applied for such funds, the

proportions having extant programs would be greater than the proportion
4

within the subset of institutiont never having applied for such funds.

If, in, addition, our hypothesis that response probability is positively

related to having a program on campus,' --then the di parity in response

rates is quite reasonable. Further, this type of isparity is not par-

ticularly critical to the study for most critical questions asked of

the data, in that,under'ouriSupposition the bias in the sanIple is in

1

the direction of including a greater proportion o institutions with

special programs. A linear projection of what th total national pro-
.

grams must be, from the sample,' would provide overestiuktes,,

Of more potential 'importance to the study, however, is the fact

that the responding sample was biased in terms of highest degree offering;

the bias is in the direction of greater representation with higher degree

offering. This, of course, means that the community colleges and techni-
,

cal institutes are underrepresented. Since prior studies have indicated

(and as this census indicates as seen below) that such institutions have

:11
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_much higher proportions of disadvantaged students,.these'two facts taken.

together suggest that programmatic efforts at two-year institutions, which

serve the majority of disadvantaged students, are uhderrep.resented.

F4ally,the sample is biased towards an overrepresentation of
.

accredited institutions and an, underrepresentation of nonaccredited insti-

tutions. Wile this b'as is less critical than the previous one, if for

no other reasons han he low ease rate in the populatioryand the tendency

for nonaccredited inst tutions to; be. relatively new, it is possible that

some very innovative programs,for disadvantaged students have been missed

due to this bias (some of the newer, nonaccredited institutions may have
9

,

demonstrated cOnsiderable innovation in the operation of such programs):.

3. The Comparison of Respondents with a Sample of Nonrespondents on

' Survey Data

The second method arillable for testing for possible biases in the
f

sample of institutions returning the census forms ks a'comparison of those, .

-

institutions responding naturally with those institutions 'surveyed by

telephone.
3

Two critical variables for possible cbmtlarisons are: (1)

the Proportion of diadvantaged students on campus; and (2) the degree

. to which these students are served by the institution, as refleCted in

numbers of disadvantaged graduating and in numbers of disadvantaged con-

tinuing for graduate education.

A word of caution regarding these comparisons should be mentioned at

this point. If appropriate officials at all of the 200 institutions had

4L,

been contacted by telephone, if additionally, all those contacted could'

3
The form used for collecting data by phone from nonresponding

tut ions is given in Appendix C.

12
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have given all appropriate information, and if all institutions returning

census fOrms had provided all appropriate information, then a comparison

between the sampid'of institutions returning census forms and those con-
-

tacted by telephepe would have provided a true test of possible sample

. I
bias. Unfortunately, none of the conditions for Mich a true test were

met. As noted Previously, since appropriate officials, in many instances ",

could Snot be contacted by the telephone interviewers, a bias was introduced

in the telephone returns. Further, as can be seen in the following tables;

A

'not ell officials contacted could (or would) give, the requested information..

Finally, as noted previously, returned census forms varied markedly in terms

of completeness. With these limitations in mind, the results of the cm-
.

1risons are presented.

Proportions of disdidyanteged on campus at the institutions responding
.

to the telephone survey are given in Table 8. This table provides an

additional breakdown of the institutions by their participation in SSDS
S4'

programs, 'As noted previously, this survey was in fact a stratified

sampling of nonresponding institutions -- stratified by SSDS participation- -

and any comparisons made should be made within SSDS participation Category.

t

A chi-square test for-or homogeneity of 'proportion of disadvantaged studen6

oncaMpus between the two groups of institutions (those returning the
.

census forq and those responding to:the telephone survey) that were par-

.ticipating in SSDS programs showed no significant differences (x
2
= 6.68,

,

df = 6). Likewise, far those institutions not participating in SSDS pro-,

. :grams a similar analysis showed no signi 1. cant differences (x
2
= 6.33,

(

df = 6).

13

1.



Table 8

Estimate of Current,Undergraduates

/ from Families with Annual Income Less Than $4,000

or National Poverty Criterion-Ionrespondent Sample

O

category
of Response

SSDS Institution

(N = 46)a

Von-SSDS Institution

(N = 88)
b

Total'
c

Frequency Percent Frequency
c

Percent 'Frequency Percent

No information
provided

0-5%

6-10%

11-15% ,

16-20%

21-25%

'26-50%

or more

6
/

2

5

5

.5 -,

2

8

13:

5.0

12.5

12.5

12.5

5.0

20.0

32:5

13

28

12

9

4

6

13

3

,

37.3

16.0

1.0 ,

5.3

3.0

17.3

4.0

,19

30

17

14

9 ..

8

21

6

26.1

,li.8

12.2

7.8

7.0

18.1

13.9

a
Response rate of 45.5%.-

b
Response rate of 88.9%.

c
Data given as a pircentage of institutions providing information.

,
0

The propoftions of entering disadvantaged ,students who ,graduate, at the

1
institutions surveyed by telephone, are given in Table 9. Comparisons-Of

the responses pf these institutions with those of institutions responding
4 $144

to the census show thaf:., sponses ate homogeneous in the two sets of insti-

xt
tutions not.partitipai rig in SSDS programs (x = 1.48, df = 3); however,

in SS1C6 participat institutions, a significant difference in responses

,
is noted tx

2
= .22, df = 3, p < .005). The_ direction of this discrepancy

14



is toward greater numbers of admitted disadvantaged graduating in the

SSDS participat g institutions surveyed by telephone than in those SSDS

g institutions responding to the census, if telephone report isparticipat

equal as credible as-Written report'. .

V.

I

ji,Category/ of Response

o information
provided

0-24%

25-49%

50-74% !

75-,100%

aResponse rate of 45..5%.

b
Response rate of 88.9%.

Table 9

AisadvantageAtd Students Entering the Institution

Who Graduate--Nanrespondent Sample

/

SSDS Ins14.tutiori Non-SSDS Institution

(N = 46)a (N = 88)
b

Total

Frequency Perceet
c

'Frequency Percent
c

4?,

3 9.3 6 13.0

4 12.5 10 21.7

12 37.5 20 43.5

13 40.6 10 21.7

Frequency Percent
c

56

9 11.5

14 18.0

32 141.0

23 29.5

c
Data given as a percentage of institutions providing information.

The proportions of entering disadvantaged students who continue for

graduate training at those institutions surveyed by telephone are given in

Table 10. These responses did not differ significantly from the responses

of institutions returning census data,for either the nonparticipating insti-

tutions (x
2
= 1.85, df = 2) or the SSDS institutions (x

2
= .20, df = 2).

,/
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Table 10

Disadvantaged Studentq Entering the Institution

Who Go on to Graduate School--Nonrespondent Sample

Category
of Response

No information
provided

SSDS Institution

(N = 46)a

Frequency Percente

21

0-5% 9 36.0

6-15% 7 28.0

16-100% 9 36.0

a
Response rate of 45.5%.

b
Response rate of 88.9%.

NonSSDS institution

(N = 88)
b

Total

Frequency Percentc Frequency Percent

67

9

4

8

c

88,

42.9 8 39.1

19.0 11 23.9

38.1 17 37.0

c
Data given, as a percentage of institutions proyiding inforthation.

Thus, for purposes of describing biases in the sample of institutions

responding to the census on those variables testable through the telephone

survey results, the additional bias that emerged was that SSDS participating

institutions in the sample may have been.ovecrepAsentative of institutions
1, .*

that had less success in graduating disadvaritdged s,ents that were ad

mitted. Lower proportions of admitted students who graduate maylindicate

lack of program success or may only reflect less selectivity in admission.

My further implications as to the meaning of this*sampling bias would,

'however, be highly speculative.

r

16
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4. Summary of Kinds of Biases Detected'in the Responding Sample

In summary, with regard to t4e4identiiication of biases .in th0 sample,

and their impact on generalizations therelrom, responding institutions did

not appear to be different from the total population of institutions with

regard to USOE region in which located, instiutional c'ntrol (pbblic, pri-

vate, church related), or predominant race of student body. On the other

hand, the sample was biased with regard to participation in SSDS (funded,

or applied--never funded, were overrepresented in the sample) and highest

degree offering (sample underrepresented two-year colleges, overrepresented

four-year colleges, colleges with first professional degree or masters pro-

gram, and universities with doctoral programs), and accreditation (non -

accredited_ colleges were underrepresented). The most, important biases
1 ... -

for the piesent purposes would seem to be that institutions with special

programs for disadvantaged students may have been ov rrepresented and

two-year institutions (where proportions of disadvan aged students may

be greater) were underrepresented. Extensions to a d tional picture from

the sample data may have overestimated federally supported programs, but

have giVen lenient 'estimates of the numbers of diaad vi' ntaged undergraduates.

". '

, expenseUnfortunately, in spite of the time and xpense evoted to the follow-

up of nonrespondint SSDS institutions and the random ample of nonresponding,

non-SSDS institutions, the incompleteness of 'Fie'(4..nf rpation made this a
,

thoroughly unsatisfactory source of detecting bia'p. Nevertheless, some

spec/a,tioas may be derived from the exercise.'

,It WAS noted in the preceding discussion of information presented in
t

Thie 8 that there were no significant differences between follow-up SSDS
?

17
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and responding SSDS institutions (or between no -SSDS follow -up and re- .

aponding institutions) in the distribution of roportion of undergraduates

estimated to'be disadvantaged.

Inspection of the frequencies in the va4ious categories for the non-

/

_SSDS follow-up vs. responding institutions (data provided elsewhieI re in

this report) shows not Only the absence of statistically significant

differences, but also virtually identical proportions throughout the

range. For the SSDS institutions, the proportions can be compared by

the figures in 'the first columns of Table 8, above, and Table:19, in

the following section.

. ,

Although the numbers in the follow-up or nonresponding sample are

small and the dJstributions are not significantly different, it is

interesting to note the smaller proportion of institutions in the non-

responding sample with from 0-5% disadvantaged (5% as, compared to 17%

for census respondents), and the larger proporpion with 51% or more dis-

advantaged (33% as compared to 19% for census respondents). This hints

at the possibility that the study sample may have had more SSDS instiL-

tutions with less than 5% disadvantaged--probably the more affluent in-

stitutions where disadvantaged have a token foothold--and may have had

fewer institutions where the majority of students are disadvantaged. It

was also noted that for SSDS institutions, nonresponding ones tended to

report a significantly larger prdportion of disadvantaged students gradu-

ating, but not a different proportion entering graduate study. Again,

the suggestion is that the study sample may have provided underestimates

of the numbers of disadvantaged in college. But also, kind and extent of

programMatic attention on campuses with the majority of the disadvantaged

18
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Students may also have been obscured. A possible explanation,:

comes from the comments several nonresponding presidents made to the

effect that all prOgrams at the institution were special services of

one kind or another, and it was difficult to know where, if anywhere,

a line could be drawn.

'A final possible bias maybe inferred from the situation'rather

than the data. With the survey and rather vigorous follow-up attempts

directed to the presidents of the institutions, and with some data of

record requested, those institutions with presidents who had difficulty

attending to their in-baskets or those with record keeping problems are

.,surely underrepresented. Whether this would affect the sample data, 'and,

if so, howy is hard to determine.

B. Findings`

1. The Census of Disadvantaged Students in Higher Education

The proportion of financially disadvantaged students enrolled at those

institutions responding to the census is given in Table 11. From this table,

it can be seen that although about one-third of the institutions report 0-5%

and about one-fifth report 6-10%, almost_50% of the institutions report they

enroll 11% or more financially-dfSadvantaged undergraduates, suggesting that

the number financially disadvantaged students in the college undergraduate

population, is substantial. Using the mid-point of the intervals in Table 11

and correcting for size of institution, it can be determined that of those

,institutions responding,14% of the undergraduate enrollment is financially

itdisadvantaged. Because of the nature of the survey, and the difficulties

of the institutions in ascertaining the number of undergraduates from within

the poverty classification, these estimates may be high.

19
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Table 11

Level of,Poverty of Student.Body for Sample Institutions

Percent of Student
Body Meeting

Poverty Criteria

Number of'
Institutions

Percent within
Total Sample_

Adjursted

Percent
a

0-5% 422 28.2 32.2

6-10%' 293 19.6 22.3

11-15% 169 11.3 12.9

16-20% 113 7.5 8.6

21-'25% 88 , 5.9 6:7,

26-50%" c148 9.9 11.3 )

51% ormore -79 j 5.3 5.9

No response ' 186 12.4
.,./

Total 1,08 100 100

I
aPercentage of responding institutions providing information

on this question.
r

i

2. Distribution of Disadvarpged by USOE Region

A natural question to tsk of the data at this point would b'e: What,

if any, differences exist athbng the institutions in the study in the'pro-

portion of'disadvantaged undergraduates enrolled? Table 12 shows a cross-

tabulation of institutional proportion of undergraduates who are dftad-

vantaged by USOE region of institutions. Within this contingency table,

a chi-square test for homogeneity of percent of disadvantaged students

within USOE region indicated a highly significant difference. It can be

seen from the tal)le that institutions within USOE region 6 (Louisiana,

Arkansas,, Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico) and.those within USOE region 4
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(Kentuckyi Tennessee, ,.North Carolina, South Carolina, Alabama, Georgia,

Mississippi, and Florida) tend to enroll greater proportions of disad-

vantaged students than the other regions.

Region 4, with 19% of the institutions in the total ample, has 56%

of all institutions rep'orting 51% or more disadvantaged students; although

6% of the institutions in the total sample report 51% or more disadvantaged

dtucients,,Region 4 has 18% of its institutions in this category. Region 6

has 32Z. of its institutions reporting 26-50% disadvantaged (against 11%

of all, fistitutions reporting in the 26-50% range) and another 10% of the

Region 6 institutions report 51% or more disadvantaged Studenti.

,At the other extreme, more than half (54%) of the institutions in

Region 1 (the New England states) report only 0-5% disadvantaged (the all-

respondent average is 32%). Only one Region 1 institution, of 111, re-

ported 51% or more disadvantaged.

It is interesting to note that Region 9, with California in addition

to Nevada, Arizona and Hawaii, has relatively few institutions--only 3 of

the 109 reporting--with estimates of 51% or more disadvantaged. If the

estimates provided by the institutions have any credibility, the data

suggest that per-capita income within the region is a stronger factor in

inflating the proportions of disadvantaged in college than the provision

of a state-wide open-door system. Also, as will be seen in other data

to be presented, traditionally black institutions, found in frequent

number in the Southeast, report high proportions of disadvantaged.

22
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3. -Institutional Factors Related to Proportion of Disadvantaged Students .

As would be expected, institutional selectivity is a factor,in the

-
Proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates, enrolled. This is suppOrted

by the data presented in Table 13, which shows a cross-tabulation of insti-

tutional selectivity by percentage of disadvantaged students enrolled.

The chi-square test for homogeneity within selectivity categories is

=highly significant, with proportion of disadvantaged students enxplled

being an inverse function of selectivity of the institution, as can be

observed from -the table. Of the High Selectivity InStitutions, 53% en-

roll 5% or fewer disadvantaged. This finding is not particularly stir-
-.

prising given the well-documented relationship between socioeconomic

status and admissions tests or Achievement in secondary scnool. Also,

there is probably a moderate positive relationship between selectivity

. and costs to student, another factor that would depress the proportion

of disadvantaged in selective institutions. Finally, selectivity, how-

ever justified, -is a form of elitism that may set up other subtle barriers

to the very poor.

Another factor that seems to be related to the proportion of finan-

cially disadvantaged undergraduates enrolled in an institution is insti-

tutional control. Table 14 consists of a contingency tahle with percent

of disadvantaged students enrolled cross-tabulated with type of insti-

tutional control. For purposes of this paper public-institUtions are

institutions,controlled by the federl-government, by the various states

or territories or by city or county, government units; privately controlled

institutions are subdivided into those that are church related and those

2 3
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Explanatory Notes for Interpxetation of Table 13

%.*

1. Selectivity refers to a scale value derived from the'reported'
data and is explained in detail in Appendix D (pp. D4-D5). Low se1,4,-,

tivity generally means that the institution is either completely open-
door or requires only high.school graduation. Moderately low generally
means some selection in terms of high school grades, but with require -,
ments of top 1/2 of class or less. Moderately high selectivity insei-
tutions generally are those having minimum requirements of top 1/3 of
high school class and/or use of admissions test for some, but aot All,-
applicants, while high selectivity institutions are generally those
reporting minimum requirements for admission as standing in top 1/4
of class or higher and admission test scores required for some or
all applicants.

2. The total number of institutions on which this table is based,
or 1,297, shrinks from the number of 1,312 previously reported as pro-
viedling proportion of disadvantaged, due to failure of some institutions
to provide selectivity data. Shrinkage from similar causes will show
on subsequent cross-tabular data presented in this report.

4
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Table 14

*
of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled

by Institutional Control

Percent of
Disadvantaged

3
Students

N....,

Type of Control

Row; Total/

'PercentPublic

4,

Private
Church-
Related

Frequency . 119 154 134

,

407.

D-5% % Row Percent 29.2. 37.8 32.9 32.5
Column Percent 18.0' 58.3 40.6

Frequency 156 53 75 284
6710% Row Percent 54.9 18.7 26.4 22.6

Column Percent 23.6 20.1 22.7,

Frequency 93 26 49 168
11-15% Row Percent %55.4 15.5 29.2 13.4

Column Percent 14.1 0.8 14.8

Frequency 86 9 16 111
16-20% Row Percent 77.5 8.1 14.4 . 8.9

Column Percent 13.0 3.4 4.8

Frequency 61 3 12 76

21-2% ' Row Percent 80.3 3.9 15.8 6.1
Column Percent 9.2 1.1 . 3.6

Fiequency 106 9 22 ' 137

26 -50 %'' 'Row Percent 77.4 6.6 16.1 ,10.9

Column Percent 16.1 3.4 6.7
, .

Frequency 39 10 221_ 71

51% or more ROw Percent 54...9 i4 d. 31.0 5.7
j'C6lumn Percent. 5.9 3.8 6.3.:.

Column Total 660, 264 330 1254

Percent 52.6 21.1 26.3 100.0
.. , 1 a

x2 = 197.81 with 12 de, p,...661'
...-

2 6
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that are not church related. As can be seen from Tablea4 ) public insti-

tutions tend to enroll greater proportions of disadvantaged students than

do private institutions. Within private institutions, those that are

church related tend to enroll greater proportions of disadvantaged stu-
,

ents than those that are not church related. For example, though 4%'of

the private institutions enroll 51% or more disadvantaged, these represent

14% of all institutions enrolling 51% or more disadvantaged, The

urch-re ated account for another 31% of the 51% plus institutions, and

the pkblic for the remaining 55%. This relationship can be explained to

some extent by a confounding of type of control with selectivity of insti-

tution; however, when selec\ivity of institution was controlled, basically

the same enrollment pattern as seen in Table 14 was observed at each of

the various levels of selectivity, although the strength of the relation-

ship was not as great.

Another institutional factor relSted to the proportion of disadvantaged

undergraduates enrolled is the highest degree offering of the institution,

as shown in Table 15.. ;The chi-square test for homogeneit of'percent of

disadvantaged students enrolled within each specific offering group indi-

cates a highly significant difference. As indicated in Table 15, consider-

'ably larger proportions of disadvantaged students are enrolled at two-year

institutions than at institutions offering four-year prOgiaMS or more.

Those institutions offering higher degrees tend to enroll greater,pro-
.

portions of disadvantaged undergrgduates than do those institutions

-offering only the baccalaureate degree. As maybe expected, selectivity

is confounded with highest degree offering; and while the same basic en-

rollment pattern as exhibited in Table 15 is evident when selectivity is

2 7
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Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled

by Highest Offering of Institution
..

Parcen. of
Dlsadv taged
Student 41*

., -

Frequency
Row Percent *\

Highest Offering

2 Year

4-5 Year
-Undergraduate

Degree,

Masters:,

Degree
or Higher

0-5%
81

i0.1
164

40,7
- 158

39.2
Column Percent 18.1 43.4 . . 37.3

. -

Frequency 92 86 106
6-10% Row Percent 32.4 30,3 37.3

Column Percent 20.6 22.8 25.0 -.

Frequency 63 44 '60

11-15% Row Percent 37.7. 26.3 35.9
Column Percent, 14.1 11.6 14.2

Frequency
G

53 26 32
/ 16-20% Row Percent , 47.7 .. 23.4 28.8

Column Percent 11.9 6.9 7.5

.

Frequency 48 10
.

18
21-25% Row Percent 63:2' 13.2 23.7

Column Percent 10.7 2.6 , 4.2

Frequency 80 28 29
26-50%; , -,Row Percent 58.4 20.4 21.2

Column Percent 17.9 7.4 6.8

Frequency 30 20 21
51% or more Row Percent 42.3 - 28.2 29.6

Column Percent 6.7 5,3 5.0

Row Total/
Percent

403
32.3

284

22.7 .

.167
13.4

111

8.9

76

6.1

137
11.0

71

5.7

Column Total 447 378 424 1249

Percent 35.8 30.3 33.9" 100.0

/
X
2
17- 11305 with,12 df, p < .001

28
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controlled, the relationships do not approach statistical significance

at any specified level of selectivity.

As would be expected, the predominant ethnicity of the student popu-

'..

lation orah itstittitiOn hig1ifrrelatedT6 iheproportiOnof disadvantaged

undergraduates enrolled. This relationship is depicted in Table 16. In-

./

stitutions with predominantly white student bodies enroll considerably

V
4

smaller percentages of financially disadvantaged students than thos

institutions whose student body is predominantly of some other et

group (these are, for the most part, the traditionally black nstitutions,.

or the "new" black institutions): This particular relationship would be

expected, if for no other reason than the fact tha't the predominance of

financial disadvantagement is disproportionately large in the black,
a

Chicano, and native American subgroups. Selectivity does not appear to

be'a moderating factor here; the relationship maintains its form and

strength for all levels of selectivity.

The accreditation of an institution also appears to be a factor in

the percentage of disadvantaged undergraduate's enrolled, as can be seen

from Table 17. From this table we see, forexample,,that while 35% of
I, .0

the accredited institutions enroll less than 6% disadvantaged, only 18%

of the nonaccredited institutions enroll such small proportions. Within

selectivity categories, the same,basic enrollment pattern still exists;.

however, insufficient numbers of nonaccredited institutions existing in

the higher selectivity categories make such comparisons meaningless.

Table 18 depicts the relationship between proportion of disadvantaged

undergraduates enrolled and residentiality of institution. For'purposes

of this report, a "primarily residential" instftutiOn is one in which.

29
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Table.16

Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled

by Predominant Ethnicity of StuFient Population

'Predominant:gthnicity at Institution

- Nonwhite

Percent of
Disadvantaged'
Students

0-5%

6-10%

16-2d%

1.1h a
Row:Protal/
Percent

Frequency 4 3 0 403
Row Percent 1 0.0 0.0 32.3
Column Percent 4.0 0.0

Frequency 83 I 1 284

-
,

Row Percent 99.6 0.4 22.8 .,,

Column Percent 23.9 1.6
. r

Frequency 64 3 167
Row Percent I98. 1.8 - 13.4
Column Percent j13.8 4.8

f

1
Frequency 409 2 , 111
Row Percent 1 98.2 1.8 8.9
Column Percent 9.2 3.2

Frequency 75 1 76
21-25% Rbw Percent 98.7 / 1.3 6.1 .

Column Percent 6.3 1.6
. .,

Frequency
26-50% Row Percent

Column Percent

Frequency
51% or more Row Percent_

Column Percent

Column Total

117, 19
86.0 14.0
9.9 30.6

35 36
49.3 50.7
3.0 58.1

1186 62

136

10.9

71

5.7

1248

Percent 95;0 5.0 , 100.0

X
2
= 379.87 with 6 df, p < .001

4.
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*

Table 17

\

Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled- .

: by Accreditation of Institutions

-
z

-.
. .;, _

-^ 7 r r .

,,_.. .

Disadvantaged.
'Students-,

,

Frequency

Accreditation

Row Total/
Percent

Accredited
Institution

Nonaccredited
Institution

368-

.,

35

.

403
0-5% Row Percent 91.3 8.7 32.3

. Column Percent 34.9 18.0

Frequency 241 41 284
;6-10% Row Percent 84.9 15.1 22.8

Column Percent
.

22.9 22.2

Frequency 137 29 166
11=15% Raw.Percent 82.5

,

17.5 13.3
Column Percent 13.0 14.9

.

* Frequdncy 87 .. 24 111
16-20% Row Percent 78.4 . 21.6 8.9

Column Percent ., 8.3 12.4

. Frequency 57 19
,

-... *76
21-25%

.
Row Percent 75.0. 25.0 6.1
Column Percent 5,4 9.8

'Frequency 110, 26 136 :
26-50% , Row Percent 80.9 19.1 \ 10.9

Column Percent . 10.4 13.4

Frequency 53 18 71
51% or more Row Percent 74.6 25.4' 5.7

Column Percent 5.0 9.3

Column Total 1053, 194 1247

Percent 84.4 15.6 100.0

2
X = 29.75 with 6 df, p < .001.

4
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Table 18

Proportion of Disadvantaged Undergraduates Enrolled by

Residentialiti Of Institutions'
s._

PerCent of
Residentiality

Disadvantaged Primarily Primarily Sow Total/
Students Residential Nonresidential Percent

Frequency 244 168 412
0-5% Row Percent 59.2 40.8 32.0

Column Percent 42.2 23.7

Frequency 131 158- 289
6-10% Row Percent 45.3 64.7 22.5

Column Percett 22.7 22.3

Frequency 63 101 . 164
'11-15% Row Percent 38.4 81.6 12.7 .

Column Percent 10.9 . 14.2

\
Frequency 34 , 78 112

16-20% Row percent 30.4 69.6 8.7
Coltman Percent 5.9 11.0

Frequency ) 21 .... 65 86

21-25% Rot./ Percent 24.4. 75.6 . 6.7
Column Percent 3.6 9.2

Frequency 44 102 146
. 26-50% Row Percent 30.1 69.9 11.3

Column Percent 7.6 14.4

Frequency '41 37

51% or more Row Percent 52.6 47.4
Column Percent 7.1 5.2

Column Total

78

6.1

578 709 1287

Percent 44.9 55.1 100.0

X
2

75.84 with 6 df, p < .001
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residential facilities are provided for 50% or more of the undergraduate

population, whereas a "primarily nonresidential" institution is one which

provides less than 50% of its undergralptes with available residential

facilities. As indicated in Table 18, the relatitnship is toward a greater

proportion of disadvantaged students enrolled in nonresidential insti-

tutions. For example, 42% of the primarily residential institutions re-
,

port 0-5% disadvantaged, while only 24% of the primarily nonresidential

institutions fall in this category. Whenthe confounding factor of se-

lectivity is controlled, the same basic enrollment pattern persists,

although the relationships are not quite as strong. This finding is

not particularly surprising, in that other studies4 have indicated a

propensity on the part of the financially disadvantaged to'enroll in

nonresidential institutions, particularly the community colleges and

the urban institutions.

4. Relation of Federal Funding of SSDS Programs to Proportion of Dis-

advantaged Students

As might be expected, those institutions with USOE-funded SSDS pro-

grams enroll larger proportions of disadvantaged students than those not

participating in these federal programs. Likewise, of the remaining insti-

tutions, those that had applied unsuccessfully for funding of an SSDS pro-

gram on campus enroll smaller proportions than SSDS institutions, but larger

proportions of the financially disadvantaged than do those that had never

applied. For example, 39% of the SSDS institutions have at least 26% of

4For example, see W. Willingham, Free-access higher education.

New York: Cyllege Board, 1970.
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their undergraduates in the disadvantaged category. Those applying

unsuccessfully for SSDS programs show about 19% of the institutions

in this category; against 14% of the institutions never applying. .The

relationship between proportion of disadvantaged and SSDS program status

is shown in Table 19. Both the nature of the guidelines for such federal

programs and the selection procedure-for funding such programs would tend

to account for the enrollment pattern shown in Table 19 in and of it--

Self. :Selectivity of institutions does not appear to be a confounding

factor in determining' this relationship; when selectivity is held con-

stant, the same enrollment pattern exists and the relationship maintains

its strength at each level of selectivity except the very lowest, where

the relationship is only slightly-weakened.

In summary, then, the responding institutions provide estimates that

yield a projection of 14% of enrolled, undergraduates as falling within the

definition of financially disadvantaged provided by the Higher Education

Amendments of 1968. About half of the institutions report from 0 to 10%
r

of their undergraduate enrollment to be disadvantaged, and the othe;half

from 11 to 100%. Significantly greater proportions of disadvantaged are

reported by institutions in the Southeastern USOE regions; in institutions

relatively nonselective; in public or church-related institutions; in two-
.

year institutions; in traditionally nonwhite institutions; in nonaccredited

institutions; and in nonresidential institutions.. Institutions with the

higher proportions of disadvantaged undergraduates are those that have

applied for and won.contracts from the Division of Student Assistance,

suggesting that funds have gone to institutions traditionally committed

to the disadvantaged, rather_ than toward treating inroads for them in

institutions not so traditionally committed.
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Table1191
al

Proportion of Disadvantaged,Undergraduates Enrolled

by SSDS Participation

Percent of
Disadvantaged
Students

SSDS Participation

Row Total/
Percent

Participated
in SSDS

Applied But
Not Funded

NeVer
Applied ,

Frequency 24 60
.

.338 422
,

0-5% Row Percent 5.7 14.2 80.1 32.2

Column Percent 17,1 20.4 38.5

Frequency 19 87 187 293

6-1G% Row Percent - 6.5 29.7 63.8 22.3

Column Percent 13.6 29.6 21.3

Frequency 14 47 108 169

11-15% Row Percent 8.3 27.8 63,9 12.9

Column Percent 10.0 16.0 12.3-

Frequency 17 26 70 , 113

16-20% Row Percent 15.0 23.0 61.9 8.6

-Column Percent 12.1 8.8 ? 8.0
t - ..

Frequency 12 19 , 57, . 88

21-25% Row Percent 13.6 21.6 64.8 6.7

Column Percent 8.6 6.5 6.5,4

,_Frequency 28 30 90 148 A_

26-50% Row Percent 18.9 20.3 60.8 11.3

Column Percent 20.0 10.2 10.3 "...

Frequency 26 25 28 79

51% or more Row Percent 32.9 31.6 35.4 6.0

Column Percent 18.6 8.5 3.2

Column Total 140 294 878 1312

Percent 10.7 22.4 66.9 100.0

X
2
= 114.06 with 12'df, p < .001

,

a
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5. Availability of Programs for the Financially Disadvantaged Undergraduate

Of those institutions returning the census form, and for which such in-

formation could be determined, better than half indicated that they had 'one

or more programs of some sort for the financially disadvantaged undergraduate

at their institution. Of those institutions reporting programs, almost half

had only one such Program; The distribution of number of programs for the

responding institutions is given in Table 20. As suggested above, the dis-

tribution has a marked positive skew. It should be noted that in Table 20

the 204 institutions which returned a blank census form with the comment

or notation that they had no program are included.

Table 21 shows the relationship between the number of programs ex-

isting at an institution and the number of disadvantaged undergraduates

enrolled by that institution. While the data of Table 21 support the

hypothesis that more programs for the disadvantaged exist at those insti-
.

tutionsenrollidg greater proportions of disadvantaged undergraduates,

the table also points out the relationship,between programmatic attention

to disadvantaged and proportion of disadvantaged enrolled,is far from a

perfect one., It can be seen from Table 21, for example, that of those

instItutions"having less than 67.. financially disadvantaged among their

undergraduate population, better than 10% have three or more programs

for such disadvantaged students. On theother_hand, of those insti-
.

tutions having better than 50% of their undergraduate population con-

sidered as financially disadvantaged, better than 15% have. no programs

extant on campus. These are extreme examples, of course, but similar

disparities may be noted throughout Table 21. There are many possible

reasons to explain why programs for the disadvantaged are not more

3G
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Table.20

Number of'Programo for Disadvantaged

for Sample Institutionsa

,

Number
of Programs

Number
Responding Percent

Adjusted

Percent
b-

0.00 801 47.1

1.00 415 24.4 45.9

2.00
(

188. 11.0 20.8

3.00 98 5.8 10.8

4.00 63 3.7 7.0

5.00 34 2.0 3.8

6.00 23 1.4 2.5

7.00 22 1.3 2.4

8.00 19 1.1 2.1

9.00 11 , 0.6 1.2

10.00 10 0.6

11.00 4 0.2 0.4

12.00 5 0.3 0.6

-.-
13.00 4 0.2 0.4

14.00 4

le

0.2 0.4

.19.00 1 --'o": 0.1

Mean = 1.40 Adjusted Mean
b 2.64'

Median = .62 Adjusted Median
b

= 1.69

a
For this table, the 204 institutions providing no information,

other than they had no programs, are included.

b
Based,on instiitutions having programs.
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closely related to proportions of disadvantaged on campus, ranging from

institutional philosophy in dealing with the financially disadvantaged

student to lack of sufficient funds to operate such prpgrams. One possible

explanation of the data presented in Table 21, could be that the proportion

of disadvantaged on a particular campus does not truly reflect the numbers

of disadvantaged on such campuses. To determine the relationship between

numbers of programs and numbers of disadvantaged on a particular campus

the variable of institutional size must be considered. The relationship

expressed in Table 21 was further examined controlling for size, using

quantized inttitutional size categories. Unfortunately, this additional

breakdown of the data produced extremely small cell frequencies in the

resultant contingency tables, making quantitative analy is more or less

meaningless in most ikstances. Qualitatively, howove did not appear

that the relationship between proportions of disadvant ed on campus and

number of programs on campus for these disadvantaged students increased,

significantly related to number of programs for disadvantaged undergraduates

tution, as measured by number of full time equivalent undergraduates, was

greatly when size of institution was held constant. While size of insti-
1

an institution (r = .36; N = 1467), the relationship is certainly not an

extremely strong one. This relation .is described in Table 22,,for the

quantized categories listed therein. The significance of the, relationship

and its direction is not particularly surprising. The relationship between

quantized size and proportion of enrolled disadvantaged undergraduates was

not significant (x
2
= 64.56, dfs= 54).
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6. Distribution of Support Programs by USOE Region
a

Table 23 shows a cross-tabulation of number of programs for disad-

vantaged undergraduates by USOE region. As indicated by the x
2

test

for homogeneity of distribution of number of programs within region,

programs for the disadvantaged are not equitably distributed among the

various regfons. Regions with the ,.highest proportion of institutions

(reporting 5 ormore) are U$ region 8 (North Dakota,,South Dakota,

Montana, Wyoming, Utah, and Colorado), region 9 (California, Nevada,

. Arizona, and Hawaii), and region 10 (WashiSgton, Oregon, Idaho, and

Alaska). Approximately one out of five institutions in jese three

zegionshave five or more extant programs for disadvantaged under-

graduates. Table 23 also indicates that while about 40% of all insti-

tutions report no programs, only 21% of the institutions in USOE region 2'

(New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) and only 24%

of We institutions in region 9 (California, Nevada, Arizona, and Hawaii)

have no programs for disadvantaged undergraduates. This, undoubtedly, is

*
a function of the ''EOG" an&HEOP" programs operated by the larger states

.

-.,...... -

. ...
M., .' ,

l

in these two regions. The daLerclf Table 23 again point out that p4ograms

for the disadvantaged are not always where the greater proportions of disad-

vantaged,atudents are enrolled, notably USOE regiobs,4 and 6.

'7. Institutional Factors' Related to Number of'SupportTrograms

Number of programs for disadvantaged students also appears to be

related to selectivity of institutions, As indicated in Table 24. This

,relationship is.simildr, but not identical, to the relationship between

selectivity and numbers of disadvantaged enrolled, as discussed in the

; 11
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previous section. While numbers and proportions of programs for disad-

vantaged undergraduates are greatest in'institutions of low selectivity,

the smallest-ftoportions of institutions that have two or more programs

are those moderately high in pelecti4ity. Institutions of high selec-

tivity and those of moderately low selectivity exhibit a marked homo-:

geneity in distribution of number-of programs. A comparison of this

table to Table 13 shows that while 53% of the institutions in the high

selectivity category enroll 5% or fewer disadvantaged students among

their undergraduate population, 63% of these institutions have one or

more programs for their disadvantaged students.

Institutional.control is also,related to numbers of programs for

undergraduates at an institution. This relationship is 'shown in Table 25.

Within public institutions, there tend to be proportionally greater numbers

of programs for the disadvantaged undergraduate than within the private

institutionss Of the private institutions, there appears to be,very little

difference in distributions of number of programs for disadvantaged stu-

dents between church-related institutions and nonchlifdh-related insti-
.

---eutions. In this connection, it should be remembered that church-related
-

institutions report higher proportions of disadvantaged undergraduates

than do other private institutions. Controlling for selectivity, the .

same relational pattvn persisted, but the,sttength of the relationship

was somewhat diminished, except at the lowest level of selectivity where

the differences between public and private institutions became even more

pronounced.

. Table 26 shows the ,reiationship, between number of programs for dis-

advantaged undergraduates and the highest offering of the institutions.
.14

44
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Table 25

Numbers of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates

Number
of Programs

None

-1

3

4

5-7

8 or more

by Institutional Control.

Type of Control

Frequency

Public Private
Church
Related

Row Total/
Percent

197 154 204 555

Row Percent 35.5 27.7 36.8 39.2

Column Percent 26.4 50.8 55.7

Frequency 225 76 95 396

Row Percent 56.8 19.2 24.0 28.0

Column Percent 30.1 25.1 26.0

Frequency . 119 33 30' 182

Row Perdent 65.4 , 18.1 . 16.5 12.9

Column Percent 15.9 - 10;9 8.2

Frequency 62 16 16 94

Row Percent 66.0 17.0 17.0 6.6

Column Percent' 8.3 5.3 4.4

Frequency 42 10 8 60

Row Percent 70.0 16.7 13:3 4.2

Column PerEenE 5.6 ,3.3 2.2 /

FrequenCv 54 9 11 74

Row Percent , 73.0 12.2 14.9 5.2

Column 'Percent 7.2 3.0 3.0

Frequency 48 5 .:32 55

Row Percent 87.3- 9.1 3.6 3.9

Column Percent -6.4. 1.7 0.5

Column Total 747 303 166 1416

Percent 52.8 21.4 25.8 1190.0

X
2
= 135.98, with 12 df, < .001

4;
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Table 26

Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates

by Highest Degree Offering

Number
of Programs

Highest Offering

Row Total/
Percent

Two-Year
Undergraduate

Degree

4-5 Year
Undergraduate

Degree

Nesters
Degree

or Higher

Frequency
None Row Percent

Column Percent

Frequency '

183.

33.2
37.0

124

227

41.2
53.0

114

141

25.6
29.0

157 '

-"--1.

551

39.1

395
1 Row Percent 31.4 28.9 39.7 28.0

Column Percent .25.1 26.6 32.2

Frequency 65 41 /5 181
2 Row Percent 35.9 22.7 41.4 12.8

Column Percent 13.2 . 9.6 15.4

Frequency 29 18 46 93
3 Row Percent 31.2 19.4 G 49.5 6.6

Column Percent 5.9 4.2 9.4

Frequency 25 13, 22 60
4 Row Percent 41.9 21.7 36%7 4.3

Column Percent 5.1 1.0 4.5

Frequency % 36 13 25 74
5-7 Row Percent 48.6. 17.6 33.8 5.3

Column Percent 7.3 3.0 5.1

Frequency 32 2 21 55
8 or more Row Percent 58.2 3.6 38.2 3.9

Column Perce %t ,6.5 60.5 . 4.3

Column Total 494 428 487 - 1409

Percent
. 35.1 30.4 34.6 100.0

2

.

X = 87.42781 with 12 Of, p <`.001 ,

4



The pattern of distribution of number of programs, within offering group,

is quite similar to that exhibited in Table 15 for distribution of pro-
-

portion of disadvantaged undergraduates enrolled within offering group.

Institutions offering a two-year program tend to have proportionally

greater numbers of programs than either, of the other two sroups, with

those institutions offering highe degrees having proportionally greater

numbers of programs than the insti utions offering only four- or five-

year undergraduate degrees. This differential distribution of programs

. for disad:vantaged undergraduates maintains itself when institutional -

selectivity is controlled, except in the case of the moderately selective

institution. Within this selectivity category, no meaningful pattern of

differences exists in the distribution of numbers of programs for disad-

vantaged undergraduates between the three highest-offering categories..

The predominant ethnicity of the student-body at an institution is

also related to the distribution16f number of programs within an insti-

tution. The relationship between these two factors is depicted in Table 27.

While programs do not exist in 41% of the institutions with predominantly

white student bodies, 90% of the _institutions with predominantly nonwhite

student bodies have one or more programs for disadvantaged undergraduates.

This relationship maintains its strength and direction within level of

selectivity.

Table 28 shims a cross-tabulation of numbers of programs for di;ad-
,

vantaged undergraduates by accreditation of institution. The chi - square

test for homogeneity of distribution of programs within the two accredi-

tation groups indicates that the distribution of programs within these

`4.
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Table 27

Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates

by Predominant Ethnicity of Student Population

Number
of Programs

Predominant Ethnicity of Institution

Row Total!,
Percent

Frequency
Row Percent
Column Percent

Frequency

White Nonwhite

None
544.
98.7
40.6

374

7

1.3
10.1'

20

551

39.1

394
Row Percent 94.9 5.1 ' 28.0
Column Percent f7.9 . 29.Q

Frequency 158 23 181
2 Row Percent &7.3 12.7 12.9

Column/Percent 11.8 33.3

Frdquency - 4, 84 9 93
3 Row Percent

Column Percent
90.3
6.3

9.7

am
.

--

6.6.

Frequency 58 2 60,
4 Row Percent 96.7 3.3 4.3

Column Percent 4.3, . 2.9

. -

Frequency 68 6 74 '-

5-7 Row Percent 91.9 8.1 5.3
Column Percent 5.1' 8.7

Frequency 53 2 55
or more Row Percent 96A 3.6 3.9

Column Percent 4.0 2.9

Column Total 1339' 69 1408

Percent 95.1 4.9 '100.0

X
2
= 45.97 with 6 df, p < .001

48
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Table 28

1

. Number of Programs for DiSadvantaged Undergraduates

by Accreditation of Institutions

Number
of Programs

Accreditation

-
Row Total/
Percent

Accredited
Institution

Nonaccredited
Institution

Frequency 436' 114 550
None Row Percent - 79.3 20:7 39.1

Column Percent , 36.7 52.3

Frequency 346 . 48 394
Row Percent 87.8 12.2 28.0
Column Percent

,

Frequency

.
29.1

159

.22.0

22

..,

181 ,

2 Row Percent , '87.8 12.2 12.9
Column Percent 13.4 10.1

'
.

Frequency 83 10 93
3 Row Percent 89.2 10.8 6.6

Column Percent ' 7.0 4.6

Frequency 55

,

5- 6G
4 Row Percent ,.91.7, 8.3 4.3

Column Percent . 4,.6' : 2.3

Frequency 60 14 74

5-7 Row Percent 81.1 18.9 5.3
Column Percent 5.0 6.4

Frequency 50 5 55

8 or more . _Row Percent 50.9 9.1 3.9

Column Percent 4.2 2.3

Column Total 1189 218 I407
)

Percent 84.5 15.5 .100.0

X
2

22.68, with 6 df, p < .001

49
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two groups cannot be considered the same. Table 28, however, is almost

a complete reversal of Table 17;.a comparison of these two tables indi-

cates that, while better than 80% of the nonaccredited institutions have
4

6% or greater fininciallY disadvantaged students in their undergraduate

population, less than 50% of these institutions have programs for these

tisadvantaged students. This could be a function of several &actors:

lack of an established financial base among the nonaccredited institutions,

inability to attract outside funding of Such programs, etc. The same

Pattern of distribution of programs for the disadvantaged, as seen in

Table 28, was observed in each of the levels of selectivity; however,

insufficient numbers of nonaccredited institutiOns in the higher selec-

tivity categories precluded any meaningful quantitative comparison of

strength of the relationship.

The relationship between residentiality of institution and number,

of programs for disadvantaged' students is shown in Table 29. From this

table, it can be seen that the nonresidential inst ions have propor-

tionally greater numbers .of programs than the/residential institutions.

This relationship persists and is not weakened at the various levels

of selectivity.

50
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Table 29

Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates
ft,

by,Residentiality of Institutions

4,.q.'..te

--
...:-.%.-,

...-

Number
of Programs

Frequency
Row Percent
Column Percent

Frequency

Residentiality

Row Totali,
Percent

Primarily
Residential

Primarily
Nonresidential

None
322

55.5

49.8

180

0

258
44.5
31.9

219

580

39.9'

399

1 Row Percent
,

45.1 54.9 27.4

Column Percent 27.8 27.1

.11,4
Frequency 73 110 183 '

2 Row Percent 39.9 60.1 12,6

Column'Percent - 11.3. 13.6

Frequency 33 '63 , 96 'Ir.

3 Row Perdent 34.4 65.6 6.6

Column Percent 5.1 7.8 9

Frequendy .1.9 43 62

4 Row Percent 30.6 69.4 4.3'

Column Pe'rtent. 2.9' 5.3 ,

. --
,FrequenCy 14 65 79'-

5-7 low Percent 17.7 82.3 5.4

Column Percent 2.2 ' 8.0

-. Frequency 50 56

8 or more Row Percent
,6.
10.7 89.3 3.8

Chlumri Percent - . 0.9 6:2

Column:Total 647 808 1455.'

-Percent 44.5 55.5 100.0

2
X =87.78,with 6 df, p < .001

5i
4'
)

r

*it
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2

Table 3()ihows the relationship between number of prOgrams _for dis-

advantaged undergraduates and various other institutional variables (as

'expressed by the zero-order product-moment correlation coefficient).

-- . 1.bWhile all relationships except that for 'cost per student" are statis-

ically significant, the relationships described by the correlations

are very weak and oflinated' practical significance with the exception

of the.positive relationship between number of programs with size of
A

institution as measured by total full-timeequivalent students,

viously mentioned. The positive relationship between number of pro-

grams and institutional Current Funds Expenditures is quitg credible.

Variable

Degrees Credit

Proportion.

Current Funds
Expenditures

Table 30

Correlations of Number of Programs with

Various Other Institutional-Variables

Correlation
with Number
of Programs

-.11
(N = 1460,

Correlation
with Number

Variable of Programs

Cost per Student -.01,
(N = 1315)

.15 -Total FTE Students .3r
(N = 1467)(N = 1335)

52
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8. Number ofSupport Programs at Federally Supported SSDS Program

Institutions

As would be expected, institutions that have participated in the

USOE-funded SSDS program have proportionally greater numbers of programs

than those that have not. This is shown in Table 31. Further, insti-

tutions that had applied unsuccessfully for federally'funded SSDS Pro-

grams have proportionally greater numbers of programs for disadvantaged

undergraduates than institutions that had .never applied,for,such funding.

The direction and strength of this relationship is relatively constant

regardless of....12sels of selectivity. Since USOE guidelines for appli-:

cation for funding under the SSDS program specify that applying insti-

tutions should have a demonstrable commitment to disadvantaged students,

the disparities in the. distributions of number of programs exhibited in

Table 30 is not particulariy surprising. The fact that six of the insti-

tutions listed as-having participated in the SSDS program indicated that

( 1

they had no programs bay...be surprising to some readers., It should be

kept in mind, however, thattinstitutions classified in this category

include both institutions participating in the program under a planning

Eea,t and sthstitutions which had participated in the program but have

subsequently been dropped.

9.L Characteristics of Programs for Dis vantaged:Undergraduates

.Within tho;e' institutions having pro g ams for disadvantaged under-

41

graduates; a total of 2381 separate progr identified. The

characteristics of these programs are given in this section.

53
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Table 31

Number of Programs for Disadvantaged Undergraduates

by SSDS Participation

r i9

SSDS Participation

Number Participate Applied But Never Row Total/
of Programs , in SSDS Not Funded , Applied , Percent

None

1

2

3

4

5-T

Frequency . 6 60 531 597
Row Percent 1.0 10.1 88.9 39.9
Column Percent 3.9 / 18,3 52.2

Frequency (34 121 ' 260 i) 415

(Feow Percent 8.2 29.2 62.7 27.7

'Column Perdent 12.2 37.0 25.5

Yrequency _M. ik 56 86 188

Rdw'Percent :24.5 9.8 45.7 12.6
_Column Perdent 20.1 4. 7.1 8.4

Frequency 20 4 44 98
Row Perapt 20.4 .' 4.7 44.9 6.5
Column 13 rcent .13.1 0.4 4.3

.

Freque cy 12

Row Percent 19.0

Column Percent 7.8

Frequency 18

Row Percent 22.8

Coltimn Percent ',11.8

Frequency - 17

8 or'more Row Percent 29.3

Column Percent 11.1

Column Total 153

Percent

X
2
= 275.20, with 12 df, p <.001

-54

33 63

52.4 4.2

3.2

41 79

51.9e ' 5.3
4.0

23 ' 58

39.7 3.9

2:3,

1018 1498

68.0 100.0
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'That specific programs for disadvantaged undergraduates are relative
-

newcomers on college campuses is supported by the number of years that the.

programs uncovered in this study had been in, operation (mean number of

year = 3.418; median number of years = 2.639),. There were, of course,

some notable exceptions, but only, 2.5 percent of the 2253 programs for-

which this informatiOn was available had been in operation,for ten years

or more. Almost 40%, or 1834 of the reported programs, were so-called

"bridge programs" (i.e., programs providing a \'bridge" for the high

school student into the - college environmentUpward Bound, etc.).. For

A

the 2150 programs providing such information; less than 10% of the pro-

grams were operated during summer school Only. 'Better'than 40% of the

programs were operated during the entire academic year. (i.e., in the,

regular terra:and summer-ichool SesSions).

Table' 32 gives sources_pf funding for the extant programs. As can

be seen,fram,this.tablei almost one in three of the reported programs are

funded excluSivaly OrOgh:00E, Another,,a.hilvi.of the programs are funded

'
; - 07- ,

by state or Vocal,, government, or by inatitUtional fiinds exclusively, while

. ,

a little*re:thn.onpfifth, of the programs draw funds from two or more

agencies.,.ProgrpmS

are,

funded

U. S. POverr*nt.orby,
. ,

than. 10% :of th.4't9ralIi''
'

exclusively by' other agencies of the

private'foUndationa

C'

'Ta g. es t ar ous elements listed

I
,;;1

,

programa .gOr4iaa0vantagedIun4ergraduates. Orom this table, it can be

seen that th MostJ,requentlY liated element; was
' '.. 1

coUnseling,. gnidanpe,OrAallisori aaaiStancg, with almost three out
,

account for only a little better

.1 I , I

as integral parts of the

that of special aoademic

of every
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Table 32

Sources of Funding for Programs for -

Disadvantaged Undergraduates

W

Source of,Funding Frequency. Percent

Adjusted

Percenta

USOE Trip

.

Other USOE i
.

.

275

449

11.5

. ,18.9-

,
12.1

19.13

0E6 ' 38 1.6 1.7

V*- 4 .

Other Federal Agency 96 4.0 4.2

State or 'Anal 354 14.9 15.6

Institutional 406 17.1 17.9

j5.6
.

Foundation 134 . '5.9-

Two Agencies 348 ,,.14.6 ''

.

.15,4

Three or More Agencies 165 '6.9 7.3

No Source Given. 116 ,4.9

Total 238l 100.0 100.0

0,1

a
Pecentage of those giving source.
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Table 33

Program Elements of Programs for

Disadvantaged Undergraduates

_Program Element

Percent of PrograMS Listing
This Element (N = 2381)

1. Special academic counseling,
guidance, or advisory assistance 74.0

2. Special recruiting effort or strategy 61.4

3. Special facilities or activities for
diagnosing academic difficulties 53.7

4. Special tutorial service by faculty,

or students 67.

5. Schools sending students 32.1

6. Involvement of or with Other colleges 18.4

7. Involvement of community agencies,
organizations 46.6

8. Involvement of business or industry 20.7

9. Extracurricular support 34.9

10, :Remedial courses 56.3

'

11. Special instructional media 43.7

12., Special classroom-inStru6tiOnal
strategies 44.2

13. Loans 52.3

14. Grants 60.1

15. Work ,study '55.1

16. Job placement 45:6

17. Guidance for graduate study '22.0

18. Other 8;, ,

57-

At



-56-

four.programs,containing this component. Almost two of three institutions

report special recruiting effort or strategy--a figure inflated, no doubt,

by'the fact that 40% of .the programs' reportedare bridge prograpS,,but,

of special interest in that DSA Special Services'Frogramsdo not permit
,

funds for recruiting. Tutoring components are reported in -617 of the

programs; a little more than half provide for diagnosis- of, learning diffi

culties'or provide remedial coursers. About 44% of the prove= report

components of special instructional media or of special instructional

strategies. Taking these frequently provided achdemically-oriented

elements--counseling, diagnostic work,.tutoring, remedial courses, and

speCial instructional media or strategiesOnly 341, or about'14% of the

programs, consist exclusively of one or more of thege elements. In other
41F-

words, a vigorous majority of the programs include some nonacademic ele-

"ments.

For financial aid, grants are the most frequently reported (60%),

though work-study (55%) and loans (52%) are almost"as popular.

The most frequent extra-institutional resource activity is, with'

communityagencies or organizations,, with almost half of the programs

containing such a Component. About one-third report activities with
_ -

schOols'sending students, while work with other colleges or with busi-

,

ness and industry is, found in only one of every five progtams.

Towgid assisting dis advantaged students with post-collage"plans

..
and activities? job placement (in,46t of the programs) is found about

twice as frequently as guidance for graduate study '(in 22% of the

-pregrams).,

58
I
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There.wacOnsiddrable Variability among the programsn erms cif

., a dl

numbets,of students. faculty, and staff involved and in terms of cost

of program. Table 34 gives'mean and median values for full=time eguiva-'

,

'lent faculty, staff and students, program costs, cost per student, and

, .'
studeaeto faculty ratio.. it should be noted that,the median is probably

. the "better" statistic for considaratioa.aue to extremely high variance
1 .

and marked positiv0 skew for all of the variables listed in Table 34.

Additionally, the meair is more influenced by certain limitations in re-
.

,

porting or imposed on coding the data and by *pgspible coding error.

,
-

(For example, some schools defined programs as including financial aid

funds;, others 'left this usually significant amount of money out of the
. .

s \

reported budgets.) The figures in Table 34-'sould also he treated with,
.

<.

.
.

.caution due to the fact that the data provided on programs was far fram
, .

-:-
.

complete (particularly in'the areas of,numbers of faculty and staff in-
_ f,

volved). With these cautions in mind, the average program (median values)

consiets of about Wo faculty and two staff Members serving approximately

50_ fullF time equivalent students at a cost per fq11-time equivalent stu-

dent of around $700 per year.

10. Relationships between Source of Funding, Numbers of Faculty and

Students, and Program Costs

0 interest, at, this juncture, is the possibility of program diffex-

4-

eftcep between various categories'of,programs, or between programs existing
,

at differentRypes of'institutions.
.

Of particular interest wthild bid differ-
;

-ences in- terms of full=timeequivalentlaculty, full-tine equivalent Safeo,

full -'time equivalent students' served, expenditure per student, and student

-to
<
faculty ratio.

, 6 t
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Table 34

Cost-Related Variables in Programs for

Disadvantaged Undergraduates

Variable

t4

4

R

FTE Faculty

FTE Staff

FTE Sgudents

Yearly Program Costs

b
Cost plr FTE Student-t.
FTE -Student lo FTE

,

Facility Ratiob

1356

4,368

2010

2136

,
1826-

1209

,

Meana Median

4.50 2.12

2.03`4.23

205.31 50.39

. $83,157.00':'

$ 1,465.00, $673:00

''67.5 - 19.8

t

--n Figures.givenare not"perfectly accurate due to rounding
and to coding category limitations.

0..

b
Computed for each program,'where both pieces of information

were provided, before averaging.

.4 a
.
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Tables 35 to 39 depict differences between programs for disadvantaged

undergraduates in terms of source of program funding. The variables of

full-time equivalent faculty, etc., have b'een dichotomized into categories

representing numbers which do, or do not, exceed the median value, re-

spectively. As such, the chi-square values given in Tables 35 to 39

represent the results of a median test across the 10 program-area-of-

funding categories (i.e., a test to determine the tenability of the

assumption that the programs within each of the various funding cate-

gories can be considered as samples from populations with a common

median). This nonparametric technique, the median test, is used instead

of its parametric cdurterpart, for much the same reasons given for our

preference for the median as a measure of central tendenty when these

variables were first introduced above. As can be seen from Tables 35

through 39, the hypothe@is of common median is not supported in any of

the five instances., It should be noted that the marginal proportions _

will not always equal .5 due to the fact that the variables of full-time

equivalent faculty, etc., were rounded to the nearest integer.

Table 35 shows full-time equivalent faculty by source of program

funding. Programs funded as SSDS programs and the other two Trio programs

of USOE (Upward Bound and Talent Search) more frequently have a higher

number of full-time equivalent faculty than the common median. On the,-

other hand, other USOE-funded programs,, programs funded by federal agencies

other than USOE or 0E0, and irograuslunded by private foundations are

characterized by disproportionate numbers of programs having fewer full-

time equivalent faculty than the common median.

*61



T
a
b
l
e
 
3
5

F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e
 
E
q
u
i
;
i
a
l
e
n
t
 
F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
b
y
 
S
o
u
r
c
e
 
o
f
 
F
u
n
d
i
n
g

F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e

E
q
U
i
v
a
l
e
n
t

F
a
c
u
l
t
y

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

F
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

4

R
o
w
 
T
o
t
a
l
/

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

1 a
s o

.
1

S
S
D
S

O
t
h
e
r

T
r
i
o

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

O
t
h
e
r

U
S
O
E

0
E
0

O
t
h
e
r

F
e
d
e
r
a
l

' .

S
t
a
t
e

,
o
r

I
n
s
t
i
-

L
O
c
a
l

t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

F
o
w
l
-

d
a
t
i
o
n

T
w
o

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

T
h
r
e
e

o
r
 
M
o
r
e

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

.

B
e
l
o
w

,
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

C
o
m
m
o
n

R
o
w
 
P
c
t
.

.
.

M
e
d
i
a
n

C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.

A
b
o
v
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

C
o
m
m
o
n

-
R
o
w
 
P
c
t
.

M
e
d
i
a
n
 
.

C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
T
o
t
a
l

'
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

2
7 3
.
6

5
1
.
9

2
5 4
.
4

4
8
.
1

,

5
2 4
.
(
2

5
6
- 7
.
5

4
5
.
9

6
6

-
-
1
1
.
7

"
5
4
:
1

1
2
2 9
,
3

2
4
3
1
9
.
2

6
3
.
0

'

8
4

1
4
.
9

3
7
.
0

-
 
2
2
7
-

1
7
.
4

1
3 1
.
7
-

5
6
.
.
5

1
0 1
.
1
3
,

4
3
.
5

2
3

.

,
.

1
:
8

3
4

-

4
:
6

6
3
.
0

2
0 3
.
6

'
 
3
7
.
0

5
4

-
4
.
1

1
3
3
1
7
.
8

6
0
.
7

'
8
6 l
i
r .3

2
1
9 1
6
:
7

1
1
3
1
5
.
1

.
_
5
6
.
8

8
6

.

1
5
.
3

'
-
 
4
3
.
2

1
9
9

1
5
.
2
,

4
4 5
.
9

6
5
.
7

2
3 4
.
1

.

3
4
.
3

6
7 5
.
1

1
2
0

1
6
.
1

5
1
.
3

1
1
4

2
0
.
3

4
8
.
7

2
3
4 1
7
.
9

6
3 8
.
4

5
6
.
8

4
8 8
.
5

4
3
.
2

1
1
1 8
.
5

7
4
6 5
7
.
0

5
6
2
4
3
.
0

1
3
0
8

1
0
0
.
0

5
(
2
=
1
7
,
2
2
 
w
i
t
h
 
9
 
d
f
,
 
p
<
^
.
0
5

0



-E
qi

iiv
al

.e
nt

0l
th

e

T
ab

le
 3

6

.
"
.
.
u
1
1
-
 
T
i
m
e
-
E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t

St
af

f
b
y

So
ur

ce
 o

f 
'F

un
di

ng
".

-.
- 

St
4F

f
T

ri
o 

4,
O

th
er

-
,.

.-
"'

O
at

eg
or

y
-

..,
.

`
§a

D
S.

. .
1'

xo
gr

ai
t s

U
SO

E
0E

0'
:

B
el

ow
 .'

-
-

FV
eg

ue
lf

4.
.

4.
9:

.
39

14
3

7
.

,
.

.
a.

*
C

om
m

on
 .,

 "
,..

.ti
ow

, P
ct

4.
..-

 -
 :3

.2
,

6.
6

24
,4

1.
2

M
ed

ia
n

,
-

-C
ol

. P
ot

-
31

.1
.-

'
32

.8
..7

1.
1

53
.8

'--
-:

."
-

- .
.

4.
A

bo
ite

-f
':

',F
ro

qu
er

ic
y'

42
80

58
6

.:.
C

oi
liM

on
 ;-

-
tif

ew
 P

C
t.

'
9.

0
17

.1
12

.4
1.

3
- 

i
M

e'
cl

ia
n.

.
t0

1,
...

*P
ct

.-
,6

4.
9

67
.2

28
.9

46
.2

i:'
--

-',
:C

ol
ut

nn
 T

ot
al

.
61

T
19

20
1

13

Fu
nd

in
g 

So
ur

ce
'

R
ow

 T
ot

al
/

Pe
rc

en
t-

1 cr
s t- 1

O
th

er
Fe

de
ra

l

St
at

e
or

L
oc

al
'

.
.

_
--

 I
ns

ti-
tu

tio
na

l.
Fo

un
-

da
tio

n
T

'w
o

A
ge

nc
ie

s

T
hr

ee
' o

r 
M

or
e

A
ge

nc
ie

s

26
a

4,
4'

70
.3

'
11
2.

4
29

.7

37

99 16
.9

59
.6

67 14
.3

40
.4

16
6

92 15
.7

58
.2

66 14
.1

41
.8

15
8

25
-

4.
3

;
43

.1

33
7.

1
56

.9

58

91 16
.5

59
..1

,
67

a

14
.3

40
.9

16
4

"t

40
6.

8
51

.

38 8.
1

48
.7

78

. ' 5
87 55

.6

46
8

-
44

.4
 .

10
55

.P
er

ce
ni

.
5.

8
11

.3
19

.1
1.

2
3.

5
15

.7
15

.0
5.

5
15

-.
5

-
..t

=
 6

9.
45

 w
ith

 9
,..

df
, p

<
 .0

01

7.
4

10
0.

0



'4

T
a
b
l
e
.
 
3
7

F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e
 
E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d
 
b
y
 
S
o
u
r
c
e
 
o
f
F
u
n
d
i
n
g

F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e

E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

F
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

R
o
w
j
o
t
a
l
/

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

-

O
t
h
e
r

T
r
i
o
'

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
-
.

O
t
h
e
r

U
S
O
E

0
E
0

F
e
d
e
r
a
l

S
t
a
t
e

,0
1"

L
o
c
a
l

I
n
s
t
i
-

t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

F
o
u
n
-

T
y
o

d
a
t
i
o
n
-
.
 
A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

T
h
r
e
e

o
r
 
M
o
r
e

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

B
e
l
o
w

F
r
e
q
u
e
a
c
)
i
.
:
 
1
4

4
4
4

-

1
9
3

1
4

5
6

,
1
2
9

1
8
9

.
7
7

1
4
4

6
2

9
6
5

C
o
m
m
o
n

R
O
W
 
T
t
t
:

9
.
0

.
2
0
.
0

1
.
5

5
.
8

,
1
3
.
4
.

'
-
 
1
9
.
6

8
.
0

1
4
.
9

6
.
4

,
4
9
.
9

M
e
d
i
a
n

C
o
l
,
 
P
c
t
.

1
-
1
6
7
.
,
5

5
4
.
4

'
5
2
.
6

4
2
.
4

'
6
9
.
1

4
2
.
2

5
7
.
3

:
6
4
.
7

-
4
7
.
4

,
4
1
.
3

K
,

A
b
o
v
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
e
y
.

-
7
5
-

1
7
4

1
9

2
5

1
7
7

1
4
1

4
1
 
-
-

1
6
0

8
8

.
9
7
0

'

C
o
m
m
o
n

R
o
w
 
P
c
t
:

,
-
 
7
.
5

1
7
.
9

'
2
.
0

2
.
6

1
8
.
2

1
4
.
5

4
.
3

1
6
.
5

9
.
1

5
0
.
1

-

,
M
e
d
i
a
n

C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.
*
 
t
i
,
3
:
5
*
-
,

4
5
.
6
.

1
7
.
4

5
7
.
6

3
0
.
9

5
7
.
8

4
2
.
7

3
5
.
3

5
2
.
6

5
8
.
7

r X
2

>

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
T
o
t
a
l

.
 
1
6
0

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

v
4
.
4

S
.
3

8
3
.
2
0
 
w
i
t
h
 
9
 
d
f
,
 
p
*
_
.
0
0
1

,
.

3
6
7

3
3

.
8
1

3
0
6

3
3
0

1
9
.
0

1
.
7

4
.
2
 
'

1
5
.
8

1
7
:
1

.

,

1
1
9 6
.
1

3
0
4

1
5
.
7

O
t
h
e
r

1
5
0

1
9
3
5

7
.
8

1
0
0
.
0

-



a

:
.
-

,
.
:

C
o
S
t
 
p
p
r

9
t

T
a
b
l
e
 
3
8

,

,
,
C
o
s
t
 
p
e
r
 
F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e
 
E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
b
y
 
S
o
u
r
c
e
 
o
f
-
F
u
n
d
i
n
g

F
u
l
l
.
:
T
i
m
e
 
,
'
'
'
'

k
-
F
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
S
O
U
r
c
e

'
,
.
.
f
t
1
1
4
A
i
e
n
t
'
.

'
-
-
S
"

O
t
h
e
r

\
,
,
,

S
t
a
t
e

.
T
h
r
e
e

.
'
;

S
t
i
l
c
i
e
n
t

'
-
-
!

T
r
i
o

O
t
h
e
r

O
t
h
e
r

o
r

I
n
s
t
i
-

F
o
u
n
-

'
'

T
w
o

o
r
 
M
o
r
e

R
o
w
 
T
o
t
a
l
/

.
.
.
.
C
a
t
v
g
o
r
y

S
S
D
S

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

U
S
O
E

0
E
0

F
e
d
e
r
a
l

L
o
c
a
l

t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

d
a
t
i
o
n

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
'

.
.
.
P
e
r

f
i
t

-
.

e
1
O
i
4

-
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

4
4

1
8

1
8
8

c
p
M
m
o
n

.
 
R
o
w
 
P
c
t
.

5
.
0

2
.
1

2
1
.
5

;
M
e
d
i
a
n

.
C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.

5
5
.
7

1
2
.
0

5
3
.
1

.

7
3
2

1
8
2

.
1
1
9

4
2

1
1
9

4
4
 
-

.
8
7
5

0
.
8

3
.
7

2
0
.
8

2
2
.
7

4
.
8

1
3
.
6

5
.
0

4
9
.
2

2
1
.
2

4
5
.
1

.
6
1
.
7

7
0
.
3

3
7
.
8

4
5
.
2

3
1
.
4

-
'
b
o
V
e
 
:
'

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

'
3
5

1
3
2

1
6
6

2
6

3
9

1
1
3

8
4

6
9

1
4
4

9
6

-
C
o
m
m
o
n

'
R
o
w
 
P
c
t
.

3
.
9

1
4
.
6

1
8
.
4

2
,
1
.
9

4
.
3

1
2
.
5

9
.
3

'
7
.
6

1
5
.
9
-

1
0
.
6

5
0
.

-
_
,
.
.
M
e
d
i
a
n

C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.

4
4
.
3

8
8
.
0

4
6
.
9

7
8
P
3

5
4
.
9

3
8
.
3

2
9
.
7

-
6
2
.
2

5
4
.
8

t
6
8
e
6

.
'
 
C
o
l
u
m
n
 
T
o
t
a
l

7
9
.

1
5
0

-
.
3
5
4

3
3

7
1
'
-

2
9
5

2
8
3

1
1
1

2
6
3

1
4
0

1
7
7
9

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

.

1
-

4
.
4

8
.
4

1
9
.
9

1
.
9

4
.
0

1
6
.
6

1
5
.
9

6
.
2

1
4
.
8

'
.
7
.
9
 
,
.

1
0
0
.

9
0
4

=
1
9
,
 
.
3
7
 
w
i
t
h
 
9
-
d
f
,
 
P
.
.
0
0
1

_
,

4i
;

41
'



T
a
b
l
e
 
3
9

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
R
a
t
i
o
a
 
b
y
 
S
o
u
r
c
e
 
o
f
 
F
u
n
d
i
n
g

.
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
/
 
-

F
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

F
a
c
u
l
t
y

O
t
h
e
r

1
.
S
t
a
t
e

,
T
h
r
e
e

R
a
t
i
o

T
r
i
o

O
t
h
e
r

O
t
h
e
r
,

o
r

I
n
s
t
i
-

F
o
u
n
-

T
w
o

o
r
 
M
o
r
e
'

R
o
w
 
T
o
t
a
l
/

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

S
S
D
S

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

U
S
O
E

0
E
0

F
e
d
e
r
a
l

L
o
c
a
l

t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

d
a
t
i
o
n

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

.

B
e
l
o
w

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

6
7
8

1
0
4

1
1

2
4

-
7
5

8
4

3
4

1
0
1

.
4
4

.
5
6
1
'

'
C
o
m
m
o
n

R
o
w
 
P
c
t
.

1
.
1

1
3
.
9

1
8
.
5

2
.
0

4
.
3

1
3
.
4

1
5
.
0

6
.
1

1
8
.
0

7
:
8

4
8
.
2

M
e
d
i
a
n

C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.

1
2
.
5

7
0
.
9

5
1
.
5

4
7
.
8

5
1
.
1

3
9
.
7

4
9
.
1

5
4
.
8

4
7
.
2

4
5
.
4

.
.

A
b
o
v
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

4
2

3
2

9
8

1
2

2
3

1
.
1
4

3
7

2
8

'
1
1
3

.
5
3

.
6
0
2

C
b
m
m
o
n

.
R
o
w
 
P
c
t
.

.
7
.
0

5
.
3

1
6
.
3

2
.
0

3
.
8

1
8
.
9

1
4
.
5

4
.
7

1
8
.
8

8
.
8

5
1
.
8

M
e
d
i
a
n

C
o
l
.
 
P
c
t
.

8
7
.
5

2
9
.
1

.
4
8
.
5

5
2
.
2
.

4
8
.
9

6
0
.
3

5
0
.
9

4
5
.
2

5
2
,
8

5
4
.
6

%
C
o
l
u
m
n
 
T
o
t
a
l

4
8

1
1
0

2
0
2

2
3

4
7

1
8
7

1
7
1

6
2

2
1
4

.
9
7

1
1
6
3

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

4
.
1

9
.
5

1
7
.
4

2
.
0

4
.
0

1
6
.
3

1
4
.
7

5
.
3

1
8
.
4

8
:
,
3

1
0
0
.
0

r
n

)
(

=
 
5
5
.
2
9
 
w
i
t
h
 
9
 
d
f
,
p
c
 
.
0
0
1

a
L
o
w
 
S
i
u
d
e
i
s
t
i
F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
R
a
t
i
o
s
,
 
-
o
r
 
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
d
a
=
 
m
e
d
i
a
n
,
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
s
m
a
l
l
e
r
 
n
u
m
l
i
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

p
e
r
 
f
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
.

t
i



-65-

; The pattern for faculty given in Table 35 generally holds for full-

time equivalent staff by source of funding, as shown in Table 36. If

anything, these data show that.the pattern for Trio programs to have
, .

larger number's of personnel is even more emphasized when members of staff

are examined. An obvious impact of the programs administered by the

Division of Student Assistance has been the support of addi;ipal faculty

and staff assigned to disadvantaged student interests: Staff for foun-

dation-supported programs, however, appear to be an exception to the

pattern observed,for faculty: these programs tend to show a higher

AK
median number of staff than that for all Programs combined.

The relation between numbers of studentS served and source of pro-
.

gram funding is given in Table 37. SSDS Programs are characterized by

an extremely disproportionate number of programs serving larger numbers

of students than thd common median number,of students served by all pro-

0

-graMS. The-reverse is true for programs funded by federal agencies other
.

* than 0E0 and USOE and'for programs fUnded by,private foundations.

Table 38 shOws post per full-time equivalent student by our....:c of

funding. Almost 90% o.f the Talent Search and Upward 8nund,programs

. . .
.

.

'.("Other Trio Programe),have greater cost per student than the common

median,for all programs. This is also true td a lesser extent for pro-
.

grams funded by 0E0 and'for those funded by thtee or more agencies (which

could and usually does include at'least one governmental agency). On the

s

other hand, programs characterized by cost per'Student less than the common,

medianare found in relatively greater numbers among those programs funded

by institutional, state, or local sources.
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1

Student-to-faculty ratio by source of / funding is given in Table 39.

SSDS programs and other Trio programs diff r markedly froM).i"rograms funded

by other sources nd also differ quite mar edly from one another. While

the other Trio programs are characterized by relatively large numbers of

programs with low (below the common medial; full-time equivalent student

to full-time equivalent faculty ratios, SSDS programs are characterized

by relatively large numbers of programs Jlith greater than median student

to faculty ratios. That is, the SSDS pr
(
grams involve larger numbers of

i

students per faculty member. This may Ike due to the differential speci-

7Th)
fied aims of SSDS programs as compared,to other Trio'programs; or, faculty

that must be contained within the othe Trio programs may serve disadvan-
1

taged students outside program budgets in Special Services programs.

Differences in program goals and settings make-comparisons less meaningful.

In all, however, SSDS programs/come out rather well in these cost
1. e

effiriancy kinds of comparisons. They tend to serve.greater numbers of stur,

dents than other programs, with a greater number of ctaff, a slightly greater

number of faculty, and at a cost,per student which is slightly less than the

median cost per student for all programs in the sample.

11. Relationships between Programmatic and Institutional Variables

Of additional interest are possible relationships between the pTgram-

ecific variables--FTE students served, FTE faculty assigned to program,

etc.--and selected institOtional indices. Although these comparisons can

be made, they should be interpreted carefully, and in'a different light

than the relationships among different program specific variables. Due

to the fact that some"insLitutions Dave multiple programs, and one cannot
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safely assume that prograLawithin a given institution are independent

ili terms.tlf specificvptogramvariables,', use of the chi-square test may

,

inappropriate. To *examine he relationship's, therefore, the con-
:

,

tingency coefficient (a,eaiure of relatiOnship in an r x k contingency

r

table) is a more propetstatiatic, y7e dichotomize the program' specific

. -

variables, as before, as eithet failing above the median or nbt falling

above the median. The dichotoMizatibn, which effectively limits the range

.
t

of the program specific variables to, two possible values, may seem somewhat

,arbitrary and probablyreduceS the
r

measured strength of any ,linear reltation-

ships that exist. Due to, probleMs.eXisting in the data--coding error: esti- c.

matiops, high variability, etct--previoUsly mentioned, and due to the fact
1 d . ,, , _

1 .'.that many institutional indiceS ae;in fact categorical (i.e., institutional

control) rather than lquantitativelin nature, the quantization of the Iftogram
I : ,. )

.
specific variables seems justlblAae.

'1

ci.he relationship between the program spe-
,

1 i (

.cific variables under considera and the proportion of disadvantaged

.
.

, ,"

undergraduates at institutions 'having such programs. -FOom Table 40, it
li

can be seen that the' numoet '0; Iffniatime equivalent students servedby

Tables 40 through 44 dept

the median number served,inCreabekmono,

portion of digadvantagedundetifa4ates

programs for disadvantaged undergraddatearis positively related to pro-r*,
portions of disadvantaged; students d.t1 the Undergraduate population of .

the institution. WiA.the ckCeptionHif the slight reversal in the 16-25%
,

' I

categories, the proOrtion Of prOgraMS, serving mire disadvantaged than

tonically with increase; in pro-
,

.

at 'an ihStitution.e

The relationship between inUmW,',Of full-time equivalent faculty

assigned to program, !and, pr4Ortion:of disadvantaged undergraduates at an

Ff

ss.
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'institution, as shown in Table 41, is difficult to interpret, even though

the relationship is significant. The overall positive monotonic trend

(as Teflected in the extreme categories of proportions of disadvantaged

undergraduates on campus) is weaken4d considerably by the instability ofer

this trend in categories. of,from 6-25% disadvantaged undergraduates. This

same situation exists, as shown in Table 42, when we consider the relation- _

ship between number of full-time equivalent staff attached to program and

proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates at the institution:,

Table 43 shows the relationship between cost per student within the

program and proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates at the institution
4

with .n which these programs are located. While there appears to be an

overall negative trend in this data (the proportion of programs with cost

per student-greater than the median.cost tends to decrease as proporeion

of disadvantaged undergraduates att an institution increases), the relation-

, ship expressed in this table is not significant-. There is likewise no

significant relationship between student-faculty, ratio within a program

and proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates at the institution within

which, the program is located, as indicated in Table 44.
, 1-

The relationships between the program variables considered here and

various other institutional indices, as reflected by the contingency Co

efficient, are given?in Table.45. The contingency tables on which these
\

6oefficients were computed do'not seem to justify the space required for

their presentation; however, the contingency coefficient does not indicate

the direction of relationship. From the raw data and the coefficients

presented in Table 45, the following interpretations are in order.
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Ihi le ,institut,ioual- selec fivity iS . Ifrot
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number_ Of ft-ill-time 'equivalent students. served

- .
. 2=1.

tUtions or with: student- faculty -ratios within those
.

nificantly related to .full'-'-time equivalent' faculty',,,, EU11,:tinie,41117
::

.

_ ...,. .
. ,,,,-,.. _. .- - . ...., ..

staff , and piogram. cost per full, -time ektritraleat ,stUdatit' in,-;tke i'r*a..iii'
. ......-

,.. ,Relationship of full-title esnii/alent RrOgr4141,fatt4Wb'," l'astIt.i.AJA-Aial%
. -

--..

.. -,-

selectivity is` clearly positive, with proportion o f programs

. t..
FtE,-, faculty than the average monotonically increasing with inoTeas'i

,

ng,

selectivity category. The nature of the reiatIonshIN:of ft0:tfme
* -,'

equivalent program staff to institutionalrielec tivity tO.
.. ..

that fot full-time equivalent faculty. -.4tel4tions-hip etWeen.-costivei.. -'
,.

. . , : --' .`, "' .,.. ''. ;
full-time equivalent .student` and institutlowal selectivity. is not 's,ci

.

straightforward: proportionally, the, ,greatest number of progt;ama 'With
, ,

cost per student' exceeding the commari median exists '-ih ihelmodatitel.y
.

,

--. -
.

e,
.

high selective schobls '(61.7,) , while ins-ions-:# the- other ititee,

. ,. ,

.0
4

,

approximately
' ,.. . .' . , .

categories. of salectimity,shoW .equal propArtiOna." of pro7-.

.-

grams with greater thn average, ,kifeaidn- vakqe), costs . tt, ghotild be..noted--".-

.: ::.' , ' ,- -,:--.::',-,.,- ."."., . ,, . , i .-- .- -,

, . at this point that While the,,relationshi:ps..4u.St -descri,bea area st,atiSti-

cally art paitic4arly' strong 'ones .Xt should
. -

also- .be kept in iiind that tor smalt withers .'Of rots and column 'categorie

which i4.'thia case;: in ,the con't'ingency tatlee tem, whicli. of :the ,c-oef:-

-r k" .c

ficienta: repotted, In 'fable, 45- were c,cantfuted-,7th:e 'doefficiant `'. .
bounded from eboVe`bY' e. Value cons'-1.4eribi..);:lea0 than 1., for a .

. _

x 3 'table the contingency :-Oefficient bounded .from :4bo:ve' 15

43, 5 .r

S.Chools that. are mere selactiv,e tend to hay..e mote ,expanS'ive libraries,

laboratories', and other ,compcinents Of' the,, edt.iditibnal-lakp,ariene; the
. , .
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000

,
implication of the" toregoii findings.is mos t probably that programs f or

-

disadvantaged must share som e of these costs, or, that a. program in a given

setting is to a minor degree a' slave to More general institutional cost

rates. Buying a. counselor at an institution below a national, median in

salaries paid for such staff costs less than buying one at an institution

with higher salary scales.

Institutional size is significantly related, to all the program vari-

.

ables except cost per student, and the relationships, while not spectacUlar,

1-:'

are relatively strong. The relationships in all cases are basically posi-'
r ,

,

g',,
tive, with proportions of programs in the higher than median category

.
,

.

usuallY increasing as institutional size category, increases. Only for

full-time equivalent students, however, is this relationship strictly

'X

monofonipe The degreeOf monotonicity for the progfam variables

is more'or Asa-reflected in the magnitude of the contingencytcoefficl,ent.
-% .

. ,

ing4futidnal control .,is significantly,,related to fuli-time,equiva-

igrVedoW:prograM,_ program cost perStu4ent and program

attient:4aculty,.ra'elOt,, The implication' froni"these", relationships is

,basically tilat..Whije4he public tnstituttons.tend to have greater pro-
- : --

-

;

2

,portion "of, programs_ aervingsa more than r,numbe of students and
- , - .- . . r

e : . . .

.1 ! . 4 , ,

greater proportion of programs with higher than average student-faculty
., ,

.. '
,

t?

4 .

ratio, heybaYejirpnortionally.fewer.programs operating,at above average
.

34 -

cost per,stngent. The private nonchurch-related institutions show that
., A

V

apiroimptely two prograis of of three are'operating at abOYe average

' -. cos t per .

_In4erms,of highest offering, 'significant' r'elstionships'exiat
,

nnMber;Of equivalent students seryed, full-tithe equiValen staff
v

4
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attached to the program, and cost equivalent student. It

. .

is.somewhae.surprising, to not that ..instrtutionswith'the- highest offering

t. - . . A%
. .

( ffering,:maiters degreerof equivalent-r
.
higher) tend to ha've programs

0
.. serving greater numbers .o itlidente; the' also tend to have' programs with

1 .

greater than average numbers of stafi:members and with. higher than-average

cost
-

.

operational cost pee student. Programs within, the fours-year degree.offering

,
category tend to serve the smallest number'of students, whereas programs

within the twb-year offering category. tend-to have'the feWest'numbgr of
, 4

+,cc assigned and 4So tend to operatt at the smallest cost per student.'

Instiputions with predominantly nonwhite student bodies tend to have

proportionally greate'r numbers of programs serving more than the average

number of students, and to have'greater proportions,of prbgrams.with above

average numbers of faculty and staff assigned when compared to institutions

with, predominantly white student bodies. The student-faculty ratios" within.'

these programs at institutions with predominantly nonwhite student bodies

is.basically nodifferent from that of programs at other institutions.

Likewise, the cost per student at programs within preddiinantly nonwhite
,

institdtions.is not diherentfrom-that at-other institutions.,

The significant relationships between4residentiality of'inStitution

and the-various program varfable6 are not particularly strong. Within the

nonresidentihl institutions, there are proportionally greater numbirs of

-r

.prograMs serving a,greateethan average &umber ofstudents and having a
. .

-

smaller, than average,number'of full7time-equivalent faculty. This, of
,

icourse, is again reflected in the factihat-saithin nonresidential insti-
-,

.
''''

.
a''.

tutions a disproportionately large number f,pr grams have higher than

'''
I average 6iudent-facility ratios..

.

. .
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The significant relationshipb between accreditation of institution

and the various program variables are also rather weak. The basic trend

in this relationship is that nonaccredited institutions typically have

proportionally more programs serving a fewer than average number of stu-

dents with a lower than average number of faculty and staff involved.

The final institutional index considered in Table 45 is degree of

institutional participation in USOE-funded SSDS programs. It should be

pointed out that this relationship, reflecting as it does association

between an institutional factor andprogramospecifid factors, is related

to, but certainly not identical with, the previous comparison of these

program variables with source of program .funding. The relationships

expressed in connection with SSDS partidipation reflect not only the

characteristic of the USOE-funded SSDS program, but also other programs

that may exist at that institution. It can be seen from Table 45 that

.degree of institutional participation in SSDS program is sfgnificantly

4related to all of the program variables except that of full-time equiva-

lent aculty. Further, these relationships are, in the main, relatively

strong. The nature of these relationships are remarkably similar, with

proportions of programs above the median Monotonically decreasing over

the three categories: (1) institutions participating in the program

(highest proportions above median), (2) institutions applying but not

funded for the program, and (3) institutions that had never applied for

the program. This pattern held for all the pxogram variables with which

degree of institutional participatioh in SSDS programs was significantly

related.

08
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l2.." Relationships between Program Content and Selected Programmatic

Variables
A

There remains; at this point, one further set of comparisons in our

consideration of program specific variables. Such comparisons are con-

cerned with the various program elements (those listed in Table 33 but

excluding the category "other ") in relation to other program spedific

variables (FTE Students Served, FTE Faculty Assigned to Program, FTE

Staff Assigned to Prograt, Cost per Student in Program, and Student to

Faculty Ratio) which have been considered elsewhere in this report, as

well as to the institutional indices that have been under consideration.

4,

.In comparing inclusion or noninclusion of'one of the specific program

elements to the varioua program specific variabies (FTE Students in

- Program, etc.) 2 x 2 contingency tables were u e , with the program

specific variables again dichotomized into categories of falling above

the common median and.not,falling above the common median. While most

of the relationships revealed are not at all unexpected, they will be

discussed briefly' below.

Cost of program per student served was significantly and positively

related 'to inclusion of all but two of the program elements listed in

Table 33. (Positive relationship means inclusion of the elements within

a program was associated with greater-proportions of such programs with

cost per student above tae common median.) The two elements for which

this .relationship did not hold were the financial aid elements of loans .

and work - study. While this may appear, at first glance, to be contra-

intuitive, lack of relationship,in these cases is not particularly

.8.1
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4

A

rising since the elements inyolve, respgriively, repayment of expended

apil (capital that, in most cases, is not that of the program ,or of the

institution), or the return of services for capital expended outside the

progran. This finding is not surprising, but points to the need to examine

more c refully, given good qualitative crittria, the most cost-efficient

progr

Significant relationships were also found between inchision of all

but tw¢ program elements and numbers of full-time equivalent staff assigned

to pr gram. It was again the case'that all such relationships were positive

(incl sibn of the program element was associated with greater than'average"

numb rs of staff assigned to program). \;11"Wo program elements ' not related

to umbers of full-time equivalent staff assigned to program,were those of

---
ren dial,course offerings and awarding of grants. nie inclusion of remedial

co rses as,an element of a program involNes additional Paculty rather than

additional staff. The absence of a clear-cut increase in staff when sty-

dent grants are a program element it not immediately obvious, unless--as'

might bte expected, and as is supported in our data--the inclusion of grants

is'closely relatedto the inclusions of,either loans or work-study; or the

probAbility, that grants administration adds to the'work of administrative

,offices outside the program. 4

Numbers of full-time equivalent faculty assigned to program is related

to inclusion.of specific program element for a majority of the elements in

Table 33, but not to as large an extent as is numbers of full-time equilia-

rent staff. It is again the case that all significant relationships are

,!'positive (inclusion oi'specific program element is associated with greater
.

82
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.
.

0,

'proportions of programs with. largeft an average numbers of.fdll-time
.

. . . ,I . q i. .r. ,

..

equivalent facpltyassigned). I NuMbers Of' full-time equivalent faculty

.
i,

assigned to programs is, related.tolnnly'one dflthelprogram elements

concerned with in sr . 4 nt of,eXtra-institutional institutions (eie-
,

....

meats 5 through 8. in Table 3,3),, that )3eing.involvement of or with other
-: -,

'

t

colleges. Increased faCulty ihVolVement'is.also not significantly re-

lated to the primarily financial program elements of grantor work-study
, . , .

or with job placement or guidance fdtgraduate study. Some of the re-

reasonableslationships, or lack of relationahips, 'are more i ntuitively
ir

than others. Particularly :confusing is why inclusion of guidance for
1 1 ,

graduate

signific

study--an element strotn4* impayingfaculty involvement--is not

tly related to numbera'nf 141,-time equivalent faculty assigned

to program. Ope possiblee1:404tion would be that uthile this may be a

stated element of [4 1 11's' 'PeOrMpd by. staff; guidance by

)

.1;
,

faculty membes takes plaCe, departmen al rather than in

program activities. 'Of cdurve,h,it:shoUid be, recalled that this program

elAent was listed by only,Oe infive'Progtais;:
+:' : :

. . -

The inclsion or noninClusibn,,Of One of theSpecific program elements

is typically not related to:nnMbei-'df fOil-time equivalent students served

by the program.

equivalent students is positiVa47,Irelated to,the inclusion

of extraurricular, support 'special Claaarodm instructional
,'.1 , ,1 ..., ...,'' ,H .., ,.

214 ,,

..

There are, jf!ociuraa, lekcepigins. Number

'',! '
; ;,

of full -time

of the elements

loans, work-study, and guidanCe:f0,1gaduate;,Study, (a
' '

1;.; 1' 1;
; ;

strategies,

Positive

again implies greaterltha0V.arag4,0, 4444441s.served
;I; ,111

grams which includettie 461,:cj,14.,C10.6ment),., x'Ei'ese 'relationships

';'

in

relatidnship

those

are,

pro-

in
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the main, not intuitively obvious. A negative relationship exists betlieen

number 'of full-timeequivalent-students served by the program and use of

special recruiting effort or strategy by the program (i.e., programs lilting

,thisat an element Of:their program tend to serve feDderthan average numbers

of students), There is nothing particularly surprising in thia-relationship.

Student to Levity rat4.b is related significantly to the inclusion of
: .

only four:of,thespeciffc program elements. In all but one of these in-
. 0 '

stances, the relationship is a negative one (programs including these

ments have lowerthan'average student to faculty ratio, 'or fewer full-time

students per full-time faculty membtr). The exception is the element of'
4

wtrk=study. The negative relationships are with the elements of: (1)

special recruiting effort strategy, ,(2() extra-institutional iirolv,ement
,,

, 0

. .

with schools sending students (feeder school4), and (3) extra-institutional
. .

'Y'

involvement with 'community agencies or organizations. Recruiting efforts

- \ ..

and sending school activity seem to occur where faculty can absorb additional
.....-

students; involvement with community agencies may either substitute staff

there for the faculty role, or may be carried with contributed faculty

time or insignificant faculty time.
7

I .

Dv

The various institutional indices are also related in varying degrees

./
,

to the incluSion or notinclusion of tpecific'program elements. The indices
. . sip

of institutional selectivity and institutional size are significantly re-
v

lated to each of the specifil program elements considered above.

c The relationships of inclusion of program elements to institutional

size are in many cases rather compleX ones (i.e., without obvious positive

br negative monotonic or quadratic trends). Generally positive trends

(

..
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(increase ofproportion of programs containing the element with increasing

institutional size) were observed for the extra-institutional involvement
,

.

0,- . .
elements (elements 5 through 8 in Table 33), and for the elepehts-of special

m

academic counseling, special tutorial serviceextracurricularupport,

#
job placement, and guidance for graduate study. Overall negative trends

(smaller proportions of programos4havIng this element with increasing in-
.,

'stitutional size),were observed fot.the elements of remedial courses and

use of special instructional media. A,generally quadiatic relationship

was observed in regard to the'element of special classroom instructional

strategy, with institutions within the mid -range of sizeiaving propqrtion-

,

ally fewer programs with this element and with proportions of programs
-

with this element generally increasing with movement toward either ex-,

treme of size.

The relationships of the various program elements to institutional

selectivity were a bit more straightforward. Positive monotonic relation-

ships (strictly increasing "proportions 6f programs containing the element .

with increasing institutional selectivity) were observed for the elements

of.spedial academic counseling, special recruiting efforts or strategy,'

special tutorial services, extra-institutidnal involvement with feeder

0. .

schoolg, and guidance/for graduate study. Basically positive trends

/

..

Irw?xe also observed for the elements of extra-instputipnal involviment

of, community agencies or orgAtizationsr extracurricular supiot,'grants,

.an d wotk-study. This monotonic trend was not perfect, however, due,to-

the fact that (1) instity ons of Imoderately low" selectivity had the

smallest' proportions of programs containing, the extra-institutional

4
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involvement element,'And ().instieutions of Node'rately,high" selectivity
_, ,... ''':

,

. C

had:the gteatest proportion. trf programs.dontaining the remaining thre'e

elementt. ",Fox _the fit*cialelemint of student loans, institutions of.".
.,.

"lows seleCtivithariproportionately.thewest,nUmber of programs con-

taining this eleMent whereie the proportion of programs containing this
4,

element among the remaining selectivity categories was approximately the

same. Negative monotonic relationships were observed between selectivity

of institution and inclusion of the elements of extra - institutional in-

volvement of business or industry and provision of remedial courses (i.e.,.

E the proportion of programs containing these elements was strictlTdeT,

Creasing with increasing institutional seleCtivity). For Coth the element

of special classroom instructional strategies and that of job placement,
f ,

programs within institutions of 1'high selectivity" were least likely to
,

. -

,

4 *.

contain the element, while the proportions of programs containing these

elements at institutions in other levels of selectivity werse,basiCally

the same. The relationships between institutional selectiyity,and the

'

inclusion or noninclusion of the Program elements of special,facilities

fOr diagnosing ac depic difficulties, extra- institutional involveMent

with'other colleges, and use of special instructional media were basically
/

cubic. , Institutions of 'moderately low".s 1 Eivity were least likely to

have programs containing these elements; institutions of "Moderately high"

1,.

selectivity were most likely to have programs containing elese elements;

,

.and the proportion of:programs containing these elements within institutions

. 4 4
.

of either extreme category of selectivity were approximately the same.

to inclusion or noninclusion of all_ of the program elements except hose

'Highest degree offering of an.institution was Aselificantly related

, 8 G
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r, .. .
r .

of a stricily financial aid nature (Liens:, grant, and Wori-stifdy):0

'
.

t
,

Positive
.

relati.onships.,(graater likelihood of a program to contain the
,

element,with increasing degree offering) were observed for the following

elements: special adademic counseling, special tutorial services, extra-
.

institutional involvement with both,Tder schools-and Other colleges,.

extracurricular suppqrt, andas certainly would be expected--guidance

for graduate study. Programs containing the elements of remedial course

offerings, speCial instructional media, or special classroom instructional

strategies were fclurid in much higher proportion 'at the two-year institutions,

and with about equal likelihood in the remaining offering categories. The

remaining elements -- special recruiting efforts, special facilities for

diagnosing academic difficulties, extra-institutional involvement of both

community agencies and business or industry, and job placement- -were found

in relatively larger numbeirs at institutions offering either a'two-year

, ,

program or at those offering a masters degree or higher. ',The proportion
644

4.

orprograms-Containing such elements at
).

institutions offering only a four-
., .,

. .

....

or five-year undergraduate degree wereleSs than in either of'the other
4

A
two categories.

.

.-

,, . A V

In/ ticrelation to institutional controls the private ins --bothuns
4 4

church-related and nonchurch-related"-appear less likely than the public

institutioa,to provide in their programs remedial courses, job' placement,'

or involvement of community agenties; however, they are more likely than

.- -

the public institution to include extracurricular Support and guidance

0
foi graduate 'study (these disparities could be due to the two-year public

j

college component of public inatiiations in general). Private nonchurch-
.

related institutionsrareless likely to provide in their programs etper

fi

87 4 '
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special instructional media or strategies than are public institutions

Dr church-related private institutions; on the 'other hand, these nonchurch-

related institutions are more likely than either the public institutions

or the church - related private institutions to include aS.part of their

programs involVements with feeder schools or with other colleges. Both

public institutions and nonchurch-related private institutions, with the

former more so than the latter, are more likely to provide as part of

their programs involvement of business or industry.

Residentiality of an Institution is also related to inclusion or

noninclusion,of various program elements of extant programs at the insti-

tution. Residential institutions are more likely to include in their pro-

grams special tutorial services, extracurricular support, work-study, and

guidance fax graduate study. Nonresidential institutions, on the other

hand,. are more likely to include in their programs involvement of com-

munity agencies and involvement of business or industry, remedial courses,

use of special instructional media or strategies, and job placement.

Accreditation of institution, also tends to make a difference in terms

of inclLion of certain progrgliAlements. Accredited institutions are

more likely to include in their'prograns involvement with feeder schools

end with other colleges, and extracurricular Support, while nonaccredited

institutions are more likely to include in their prograth remedial,courses,

use, of special instructional media or strategies, rants, and work-study.

Predominant ethnic makeup of student body is unrelated in most cases
4

,
to inclusion ar noninclusion of specific program elements. Inst'tutions

with predominantly nonwhite student bodies are, however, more likely to

provide in their programs extracurricular support an use of special

.8 8
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instructional media or classroom strategies. They are less likely to

have as an element of their programs any speCial recrufting effort or

strategy.

The degree of involvement of the institution with the federal SSDS

program is markedly related to all but three of the specific program

elements; these are remedial courses, loans, and work-study. For the

remaining elements, with the exception of recruiting efforts and grants,

the relationships are all pronounced and in precisely the same direction.

SSDS - participating institutions are'most likely, and ititutions never

applying for the program least likely, to provide each of these specific

elements as parts of their programs. For the two exceptions mentioned

above (recruiting efforts and grants), institutions applying for but not

receiving federal assistance under the SOS program are most likely to

provide these elements in,their programs, with the likelihood of.these

elements in programs of institutions iR the other two categories approxi-

.mately equal. 4

Inclusion or noninclusion of some/program elements also appears to

be related to the proportion of undergraduates who fall within the national

poverty criteria. For the most part, these relationships are fairly

.1

straightforward. Basic positive trends (generally increasing likelihood

'

of inclusion ofthe elements in a program with increasing proportion of
K.

disadvantaged students at an institution) were observed for involvement

Of business or industry, provision of remedial courses, use of special

4-

instructional med or strategies, and student loins: .Inclusion if the

element of job placement also showed a monotonic positive relationship

with increasing proportion of disadvantaged except at those institutions

9

1
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at which the financially disadvantaged made up more than half of the

undergraduate population; where, surprisingly, job placement vs least

likely to be an included element. Relatively clear-cut negative trends

(reduced likelihood of inclusion of the program elementwith increasing

proportions of disadvantaged on campus) were observed in relation to the

program elements of special recruiting efforts and guidance for graduate

study. Proportions of financially disadvantaged undergraduates was also

related to inclusiOn or noninclusion of eXtra-institutional involvement,

with feeder schools and with community agencies; however, the relation-
,

ships were not simple and no meaningful. pattern could be ascertained

from them.

At this point, it would seem prudent to state that the relatidnships

observed are tore understandable in terms of the institutional character-
.

istics and the stereotypes associated with different types or circumstances

of institutions, than they are in terms of their special program efforts,.

0

For examine: emphasis on continuing into graduate study may be pressed

jiy a variety of programmatic emphases, but the impact can be felt in insti-

tutions where vAlues and emphases push toward graduate study, not in those

that tr itionally s e their students in technical roles in the community

after two ears of training in a highly pragmatic work role. The lesson

at this point:, given the lim ted time of program operation in most cases,

it is more reasonable to as ume that federal support amplifies existing
,

institutional patterns. More time and longitudinal studies are needed

to determine how programs may ''transform" the institution.-

4
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13. Outcomes for the*Financially Disadvantaged Undergraduate .

Having examined the distribution of financially disadvantaged Under-

graduates in institutions of post-secondary education, programs 'directed

toward these financially disadvantaged undergraduated', and the elements .

.

of such programs, we will now turn ou*attention to the critical matter

of how well these disadvantaged undergraduates are Served by the post-

secondary educational institutions (the extent to which the institutions

tend to facilitate these students in their adaptation to and perseverance

in their chosen fields of study). Some insight into the answer to this.

question maybe gained by examining the institutional recordson student

persistence and student entry into graduate study. ei

Institutional reports of the percentage of entering financially dis-

advantaged students who either graduate or continue their education after,

transfer to another institution are given in Table 46 and-Table 47, re-

spectively, It can be seen from these tables that on the average (medi

value) institutions greuate one-half of the financially disadvantaged

A

A

undergraduates .who. enter; further, on the average (median value), insti-

tutions lose 10% of the entering financially disadvantaged by transfer to

other institutions (which, of course, may or may not be accompanied/by

subsequent graduatiOn from the institution to lihich transfer is made).

While it May be tempting to add the values (since, in fact; the category

of'graduation and that of transfer

four-year institutions), the values

(1) medran values have' been .used,
/

b

are mutually exclusive,

are not strictly addit

ut more importantly (2)
0

at least for

I

ive,*due to: /

proportion

of Students listed as transferring may.or.marpot be included in the

DL
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Table 46

Percentage of 4fltering "Disaavantaged";.Students,
4

_

Categbry

.
Who Graduate

Frequency .

.)

Adjusted Percent
a

.

:

'0=9% i 67 6.2
.

10-19% 79 ., 7:3

20-29% . 109
,

10:1

30-39% 106 - 9.9 .

40,49% 103 9..6

'50-59% 182 ' 16.9

4

60269% 133 . 12.4

.70-79Z . 139 12.9

80,49% 102 9.51

90-100% "55 5.1

No Response 423

(
Median = .50

1

/

a
Based on those responding.

T'

'f4
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Table 47

Percentageof Enteting itlisadvantaged" Students

Who Transfer to:Another Institution

Category .Frequency

0-9% 339

10-19% 269

20-29% *159

30-39% 63

40-49% 29

50-59% 29

60-69% 23

70-79% 17

80-89% M 3

90-100% N. 12

No Response 555

Media .10

a

t

Adjusted Percenta

35.9

*28.5

16.9 .

6.7

3.1

3.1

2.4

f.8

Based on thoSe responding.

. .
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propbrtiOn listed as graduating by another institution. Further, the

figures given in.Tables 46 and 47 do not necessarily reflect the fdct

that ihstitutrons differ in terms of both size and proportion of finan-,
4

cially disadvantaged in tI undergraduate population. In order to take

these additional factors into consideration, an estimate of the total

A

numbers of financially disadvantaged undergraduates was derived. Thtse

estimates were computed, using the-mId-point-ol institutional size and .

proportion of financially disadvantaged categories. Then, an estimate

of proportion of disadvantaged graduating was derived. A similar pro-

cedure was:-used to determine the overall percentage ofentering disad-
,

P

vantaged undergraduates'whO transferred.. This procedureffielded a value

for all'inetitutions In the sample of 48% Of entering disadvantaged under-
.

graduates who are reported to 'graduate from the. institutions, and 11% of

such unde-igraduatt's who transfer to another institution for continued

undergraduate educatiot. It should be stressed again that these two

values are not necessarily additive. It should further be pointed out

that these percentages were obtained by using figures based on past suc-

cess (or lack of it) in graduating disadvantaged undergraduates and by

applying these-figures to undergraduates presently enrolled in insti-

tutions of postf-secondary education,:

.Table 48 shows institutional' responses to_the proportion of their'
,

.)

financially disadvantaged undergraduates who continued for graduate

,
cation. From the t ble it cal be seen that the median response-was about

du- 4

1 in 10. Lontinuin for graduate education represents a goal'of national

4

importance Tor spec al programs; given the even- greater inequities 'iii en-

rollment of disadva taged at this level. Since no relationship exists
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Table 48
1

Percentage of "DisaUvantaged" StudeAs

Who Continue for Graduate'Education

Category

0-9%

10:-19%

20-29%

30-31%

f 40-49%

50-59%

60 -69%

70-79%

,Frequency. Adjusted Percent
a

310 45.5

16§ 24.8

76 11.1

/ 50 7.3

25 3.7

Jr
24 3.5

80 -89%

90-100%

No Response

Median
a
= .10

-

816

.

'a
Bped'on those'respondng.

:, ,

t 4

94)
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between percentage Of disadvantaged students continuing.for graduatd

41:

education and.either size of institution or proportion of financiA1137
*

di dvantaged in the undergraduate population (see below), the prOCedure

of compu g estimated numbers, outlined in the previous paragraph, was

not empldyid ere.

14. Instithlionalactors Related to Acadelnic Success of Disadvantaged

Students,

)

It is considered noteworthy at this pOint to include'data reflecting

possible ?elation'ships between these indices of outcomes for financially

disadvantaged undergraduates and illOse institutional and programmatic

indices previously considered; however,
.

a strong note of caution;inust

be str ssed prior to introduction of these data. Even though the dangers
.

) -
'',

of i ferririg causality from relational data are well known, the temptation

, .

to disregard these/autions is often very strong. Before yielding to this
.

,temptation, it Would perhaps be prudent to recall that there is strong
.,

negative relationship between the number of mules per capita and the

number of Ph.D.'s per capita in the various states. It would, however,

be rather foolhardy on the part of state planners to attempt to increase

'the proportion of Ph.D.'s in their state population by the systematic

7 - 1

elimination of mules. While this example is, by choice, quite ludicrous,
*

I

.

it does have implications for this study. Three specific cautions should
. ,

be kept,in mind. First, the various relationships found are certainly
S R - ....,

influenced by additional institutional modifiers (e.g., as shown below,
'1

selectivity of institution is related to of disadva taged

/

undergradudtes who ultimately graduate and, tcl the extent that other

or 17.

1
. I

9G

a

4
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.

institutional indices are rglated to selectivity, 'these other indices `

will also reflect differences in 'proportions of disadvantaged under-

graduates graduating). It is certainly no great enlightenment to find

that institutions that handpick financially, disadVaniaged applicants on

the basis of their indicatld probability of success at the institution

do, in fact, indicate that greater numbers of entering disadvantaged

II

-ultimately graduate. Second, within a giVen institutidn (or set of

institutions grouped/by some, common institutional index) there is no

basis for deter wining pos;ible changes which may have taken place within

the institution with regard to such indices as proportion of disadvantaged

graduating, as result of other institutionally initiated changes (e.g.,
V

modification ofintrance requirements, provision of "special programs,"

,/increase's in' zesi or in proportions of disadvantaged in the undergraduate,

population, etc.). For example, it could'well be the case (although it

can certainly noti)e -documented by the data Of this study) that "special /
;

programs" for financially disadvantaged undergraduates were initiated due

to very poor graduation rates for such students, and that, in fact, the

graduation rates have since. increased (or decreased), Finally, as we

have documented above, special programmatic attention to.the financially
7.

disadvantaged is a relatively new approach at a majority of institution

(for example, the USOE-funded SSDS program was beginning only its seco

year of operation at the time of the survey). To judge the success

failure) of such programs on the basis of such a brief triad period,

particularly when using the indices considered here and with a cros

sectional design, would be host imprudent.

0 9
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The relations

of ,,disad3.ranta

'relation's

gradu tes

I

,
.7

e
, ,

p between institutional selectivity and proportions

undergradyst graduating is shown in Table 441. Thp-:

shown in Oii table, with, proportion of diSadVantaged::

increasing ith institutional seleCtiyitygOodj[m:.:,,,

ile -less than 44% orinstV.tut.ibps 14thin:the,lqw,
; ,

tive' sense,

selectivity, tegory graduate 50%,orporeoftheir diaa&vaagaged
.

undergrad ates, over 817 of the institutions of h'igh. selectivity-
.

gradu
, , , -

e one -half or mare'Of the fidanciai4 disadiantagedin:their

undergraduate population,

/ Table 50kshowhat institutional size is 4se'relted
. . .

porti*ok-,disadvantaged undrgtaduates graduating. .,The basic trend

in Tafte. 50 suggeses that, given a finandially disadvantaged 'student

j ..

hasgained 'admission, the likelihood of his graduation is generally.
,

,, 1.

greater the.Sm lier tile size of the institution within which he is
) s

enrlled: This. is -no doubt confounded by a relationship between insti-
4

and .overall attrition.. tut anal size
..,),

Institut olCal control and highest offering

sn.ficant1

sables 51

ted inst

, t

rblled di advantaged undergraduates, while public institutions tend to

related to

and 52.

tutions tend to graduate the greatest proportions of

2f institution are also

proportion of disadvantaged graduating, as shown

From Table 51 it can be seen that private nonchurch-'

their

aduate the lowest' proportions of their disadvantaged Undergraduates,
, .

am Table 52, we See that institutions Offering a four-year degree or

._,

.
ove tend graduate greater

,

proportions of enrolled disadvantaged

4t

,

inititutions offering ,only a' two-yahr degraet.- As has been noted
1

fiS
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previously, the inclusion of two-year community olleges,among the pub-

licly controlled institutions probably serves to deprets the proportion

of disadvantaged graduated by the public institutions as they are cate-
.

gorized in this study.

Table 53 shows the relationship of residentiality of institutions

and proportions of disadvantaged'graduating-., From thig table it'can be

seen that residential institutions are more likely to graduate greater

proportions of their financially disadvantaged undergraduates than are

nonresidential institutions. It is again the case that the inclusionof

the two-year public community colleges in the nonresidential categoiy

may have a depressing effect. It is interesting to note that I.nsti-

tution4 accreditation ,and predominant ethnicity ,of Student body'were
)

not-significantly related to proportion of disadvantaged students
k

k

graduating. t

. ,tlf
Table 54 shows the relationship between percentage of undergradua e

population who are disadvantaged and proportion bf disadvantaged gradu7

ating. Although the relationship described in 'this table is not immedi-
,

ately obvious, a plot of median Pxqportion of disadvantaged graduated

across the seven categories for percentage of disadvantaged in the. under-

graduate population gives a basically quadratic curie', with median pro-

portion of disadvantaged graduating, highest in the extreme categories

and lowest in the category where 16 -20% of undergraduates, are disad-

vantaged. An explanation of this curvilinear relationship may be that

institutions with high proportions of disadvantaged are not particularly

stringent in grading standards, and that institutions with low prOPortions

are both selective and lenient in attrition standards.

10a
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Table 53

Percentage of "Disadvantaged" Graduating

ResJ.dentiality pOnsfiiutioa

.

Percent ,. Insii:tutional Residentiality Row Total/
Graduating Residential fldnresidential Percent

FrequenCy

..

53' 144
0-24% Row Percent 26.9 73.1

Column Percent 11.2 24.7

Frequency 107 152
25-49% Row Percent 41.3 58.7

Column Percent 22.6 26.1

Frequency 183. , 186
50 -74% Row Percent 49.6 50.4

Column Percent 38.6 . 2.0 .

Frequency 131 100-
75-100% Row Percent 56.1 43.3

Column Percent' 27.6 17.2

Column Total 474 582
Percent 44.9 55.1

x2 = 43.45 with 3 df,*p< .001

104

197

18.7

259

Z4.5

369

34.9

231

21.9.
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A cross-tabulation of percentage of disadyantag'ed students graduating-
,

by number of programs for disadvantaged existing at an institution hot..t'no,

statistically signifidant differences exist: proportions of disadvantaged_

graduating do not vary across institutions containing different numbers
.

of programs. Although, as stated, the differences were nbt significant,

1

it is interesting to note tnat 61% of the institutions having, no programs

'for their disadvantaged undergraduates graduated 50% or more of their dis-

advantaged undergraduates (a percentage which was neither equalled nor

exceeded by adj7 other set of institutions grouped by number of programs).

Institutions without Problems in graduating disadvantaged students do not

have special support programs.

Within those institutions having "special programs" for the disad-

vantaged undergra1uates, the proportion of disadvantaged graduating,was

not related to either full-time equivalent staff or full-time equivalent

faculty assigned to program; however, significant relationships did ex-

ist for full-time equivalent students served by program, cost per studentn

and student-faculty ratio. These relationships are shown in Tables 55

through:57. It.can be seen from Table 56 and Table 57 that programs at .

o

institdtions raduating'the greatest proportions of their disadvantaged

undergraduat population tend to have below average student-faculty ratio

(greater proportions of these programs have smaller numbers of students

.per faculty member), and smaller numbers of students. Table 57 indicates

that institutions graduating the greatest number of their undergraduate

"disadvantaged population are more likely to have programs with greater

han average cost per student.

10 5*



a

34.

IG5

Table 5 5

Relationship between Percentage of Disadvantaged

Graduatirig'from Institution and Numbers of

Equivalent Students Seived by .Programs Within InstitutiOns

Percent

Graduating

0-24%

Frequency
Row ,Percent

Column Percent

Frequency.

25-49%. Row. Percent

COlumn Percent

Frequency,

50-74% Row..percent

Colimin Percent

. 75:100%

-Column Total-
Percent

Frequency
.Row Percents
Column Percent

Full-Time Equivalent Students Served
Below Above Row Total/

Common Median Common Median Percent

149 143 292

51.0
19.0-

'186

44.2

23.8

49.0
18.0

'235

55..8

29.5

18.5

421

26.7

282' 309 591

47.7
,36.0-

.52.3
38.8

faa

37.4 °

166 , 109 a
275

60-.4 ° 39.6 17.4

21.2 13.7

700

49.0

Contingency Coefficient, =, .11, p< .001

730

51.0

1430

`100.0

1
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Proportion of disadvantaged students graduating at en institution

is also freqUently related to inclusion or noninclusion oflthe specific

program elements listed in Table 33. The relationship is significant

for all but four of these program elements, the four being: (1) extra-

institutional involvement with other colleges, (2) provision of remedial

courses,.(3).student loans, and (4) grants. The elationships"are, in

. -

the main, not simple ones. Twoof the relat' ships, those between pro-
,

portions of disadvantaged students graduating (1) special recruiting

efforts and (2) guidancefoT graduate study, are positive monotonic

relationship's ,increasing likelihood ofinclusion of the program

element wLth increasing percentages of disadvantaged students graduating).

Four of the.relatiotships suggest lowest likelihood of inclusion of

gram elements in the 25-49% graduating category, with likelihood in the

remaining categories aripr ately equal; these elements are: (1) use

of special facilities for diagnosing academic difficulties, (2) extra-

institutional involvement with feeder schools or (3) with business or

industry, ane(4) use of special instructional media. Four additional

relationsh'ips,'IthoseAncluding the elV4Ints of provision of special

tutorial services, special classroom instructional strategies, work-

study, and job placement, indicate gieatest liglihood of inclusion

of this element in the 50 to 74% graduating category with likelihood

for, the remaining categories Toroximately equal. The three remaining

/-
relationships (those involving the elements of special acadeRic counseling,

extra-institutional involvement of community agencies, and provision of

extracurricular support) are basically cubic in nature; that is, likeli-

hood of inclusion of program elements is greatest in the 0-24% and the

50-74% categories and lowest in the remaining.categories.

I id
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15. Proportions of Disadvantaged Students Graduating at Institutions .

-'1

Awarded SSDS Programs
I

Table 58 shows the relationship between degree of participation

,

of an institution'in the USOE-funded SSDS program and proportion of

disadvantaged students graduating. The relationship showh in this

table is somewhat ccntraintuitive, when taken at face value; for ties

data show that institutions receiving funds for SSDS programs are tho e

wh re disadvantaged students in the past have been least likely to

gr duate (it must be remembered that the SSDS programs hadnot been

in existence long enough to yet produce graduates at the' ime of the

su ey, even in the two-year institutions). That this relationship is

mod rated by other institutional indices (particularly selectivity),

how ver, is almost a certainty. Table 58 may reflect, to a large

ext nt, a strategy of SSDS planners to place their programs at insti-

tut oils where the need to improve persistence to graduation was greatest,

or t may simply reflect the fact that selective institutions with low

att 'tion rates either do not apply for funding, or do not have many

trul "disadvantaged" their institutions.

16. Institutional Factors Related to Continuance into Graduate Study

by Disadvantaged

Although the proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates transferring

from an institution was'found to be significantly related to most of the

inst tutional indices considered in this report, and to a few of the

. program-specific variables which have been considered, presentation of

these data has not been undertaken, for the reason that the meaning of
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differences between proortions of students tra sferiiing from institutions

is at best ambiguous. It is possible, for e le', that at a two -year

,/

institution a student could graduate as,w'e 1 atitransfee.to a four-year

institution .to cont nue his education. Further, transfer could indicate

that the course of/study at arynstitution/effered a challenge_that was

either too great r too small for the transferring student.

The remaini g portion of this section is concerned with relation-

ships between p
/
roportions of disadvantaged undergraduates continuing for

graduate education and the various institutional and programmatic indices

considered previously in this report. It should be pointed out, however,

that the.uumber of institutions providing these data was relatively small;

4 !.

the numboerief institutions for which comparisons can be made shrinks even

fUrtherbecaUse information concerning the additional cross - tabulation,

indeXiwas freqUently omitted or incomplete. Perhaps the most critical

aspect of this shrinkage, in terns of possible implication from the data,

. is the disparate effect on the marginal distribution of, the cross-tabulation

index (this effect can be observed by comparing marginal proportions of the

cross - tabulation indices of this section with those of previous sections,

for which information was more complete).

The data in Table 59 indicate.that proportion.of disadvantaged under-

graduates continuing their education by enrollment in graduate schools is

positively related to institutional' selectivity (i.e., as institutional

selectivity increases the likelihood of larger proportions of disadvantaged

students continuing for graduate education also increases). This relation-
,

ship is best observed in the two extreme categories of proportion con-

tinning for graduate educ tion.
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Proportions of disadvantaged continuing for graduate education is

also related to the proportions of such students in the total under-.

graduate population of the institution, as shown in Table 60. The re-

lationship shown in this table is not immediately obvious; however, a.

plot of the median institutional r1esponse across the seven categories

of the cross-tabulation index shows a steadily decreasing proportion

from 0-5% undergraduate disadvantaged through the category 21 to 25%.

with subsequent increase thereafter. This quadratic-type relationship

has been observed previously.

Proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates continuing for graduate

education is also related to. institutional control and highest offering

of the institution, as shown in Tables 61 and 62. From Table 61 it can'

be ,seen that, given a disadvantaged student has been enrolled, the likeli-

hood that he will attend graduate school is greatest ac the private non -

church- related institution; it i least at the public\institution (again,

the inclusion of the two-year pub is community colleges within the public

institution category may be disto ting this relationship). From Table 62,

we see that the higher the degree ffering.of an institution, the greater

is the likelihood that the institu ion will send larger proportions of

its disadvantaged undergraduates f r graduate training.

Residentiality of institutiofialso appears to be related to the

proportion of disadvantaged studen s in the undergraduate population

who enter graduate school, as shown in Table 63. Resident41

tutions are more likely to send gre ter proportions of thbir disd0-

vantaged undergraduates to graduate training than are nonresidential

institutions.
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Notable by the absence of significant relations ip
)
to proportion

of disadvantaged undergraduates continuing for graduate educ tion are

the institutional indices: institutional site; accreditation Of.insti-

tution, predominant ethnicity of student body, degree of parti ipation

in USOE-funded SSDS prOgrams, and.pumber of programs existing at an

institution.

17. Programmatic Factors Related to Continuance into Graduate Study

by Disadvantaged Students

Within those institutions having "special programs" for their,disad-

vantaged undergraduates, proportions of disadvantaged undergraduates con?

tinuing for graduate education is,signilioantly related to only two of

the program specific veriabl4s considered above; 'these are number of

full-time 'equivalent staff assigned to program, and program cost per

full-time equivalent student. These relationships are depicted in

Tables 64 and 65. While these relationships are almost certainly dis-

torted by the disproportionate shrinkages of'institutions falling,within

the categories of the cross-tabulation indices considered above, they

are considered of sufficient interest for inclusion. From Tables 64

and 65 it can be seen that both relationships are, in fact, Positive

(i.e., institutions sending greater proportions of their disadvantaged

undergraduates to graduate school generally tend to have relatively

greater numbers of programs with above average--median value--number

of staff assigned and relatively greater numbers of programs with above

average cost). However, the relationships are not strictly,monotonic

(see tabular data).
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Proportion of disadvantaged undergraduates continuing for graduate

education at= institution is also related to inclusion or noninclusion

of some of the elements of Table 33 within their programs for these disad-
.

vantaged undergraduates. As may have been predicted, a strong positive

monotonic relationship exists with the inclusion or noninclusion of the

elements of guidance for graduate study (i.e., increasing proportions of

programs containing this element as percentage of disadvantaged students

continuing to graduate school increased).' A less marked, but significant,

positive relationship exists with the element of extra-institutional in-

volvement of business'or industry. Generally negative relationships (de-

creasing proportiOns of programs containing the element with increasing

percentage of disadvantaged undergrdduates continuing for graduate edu-

cation) wiske observed for the elementI'tif remedial course offerings and

special instructional media and strategies. -Although the intent of such

programmatic activities may be pure, they are simply more likely to occur

where they are needed to keep'students in school. Significant relation-
./

ships also exist with inclusion or noninclusion of the elements: special

tutorial services, extra - institutional involvement with other colleges,

and the financial aid eleMent of loans, grants, and work-study: These

relationships, While.not simple, have one feature in common; that is,

institutions sending 31% or more of their undergraduates to graduate

training 'have a markedly greater_proportion of programs cdntaining each

of these elements.
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18. Suggestions of Institutional Need in Establishing and/or Supple-

menting Programmatic Attention to Disadvantaged Undergraduates

Items 9 and.10 of the CensusForm (see Appendix A) seek from insti-

tutional authorities recommendations for possible changes to or additions

of programS for optimal institution-specific arrangements for special pro-

grammatic attention to disadvantaged students, and of suggestions as to

appropriate sources for additional funds. Changes proposed by institutional

authorities in order to attain what they consider to-be optimal attention

to disadvantaged undergraduates are given in Table 6. .For this table,

proposed budget changes were deterMined by comparison of the figure given

in response to item 9 of the census form, asking budget for an optital

program, and that given in response to item 8, asking current total ex-
,

penditures for special programmatic attention to disadvantaged students.

About four out of five administrative official's felt that theif insti-

tutions should serve greater numbers of disadvantaged students, with

increased funds. The preponderance of the-remaining group of institutional

officials saw "optiriality" attained by maintaining current numbers of stu-

dents with equal or increased budget, a finding that comes, of course, as

no surprise, considering the context of.the study. Almost 90% of the

administrators saw "optimality" obtainable only through increased Midget.

Only 19 institutions of the 1087 reporting (less than 2%) fett more stu-
ff

dents Could be served at the existing or a smaller budget. This may pro-
-

vide more information about the individual responding than about whet'is,

actually possible--some of these may be negative toward the idea of in-

vesting additional funds in disadvantaged students, some may feel some
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of the program elements are "frill5s, It and some, indeed, may see more'

cost-efficient ways of accommodating disadvantaged students.. For the

more general purposes of the survey: an almost overwhelming number of

;

instrtutional respondents--80% of those tesponding--imply that the

optimal situation involves more disadvantaged students, not less--and,

of course, more money to cover the costs. Additional revenue and more

disadvantaged students are, of course, confounded in the notion of

optimality; but, there is no evidence that given the financial in-

centive or possibility, institutions would not be willing to take on

increased numbers of disadvantaged.

Table 67 shows the administrators' judgments of what would be

appropriate or most likely sources of additional funds: Within Table 67,

there are two indications of the relative importance of potential sources

of funds'listed. These are (1) the percentage of administrators indicating

that the source of funds is an important one (percentage computed as a

po.Lion of those institutions retfirning "usable" census forms), and (2)

the median rank awarded to the potential source of. funds checked as

important (respondents were asked to rank sources in order of importance).

Clearly, most respondents look to federa;ssOurces as the most important

potential source of funds, coming from either increased appropriations'

under existing federal authorization or as a result of new federal'legis-

lation. State funds are also seen as an important' potential source'for

increasing programmatic attention to disadvantaged undergraduates. While

.

)foundations are seen as an important source of funds by over one-third.

of the institutional officials, the average rank of iMpoitance given to

if'
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.

this source is between three and four. (One wonders, of course, what

the response would have been had a major f y dation conducted the sur-

vey.) With the exception of gifts and generalfunds,, institutional

funds are in general seen as a relatively unirdportant,gOurce. It is

interesting to note, that, while one of nine officiali see institutional

endowment income as an important source of'funds,
.

the trank.given to this

source.is very low.

C.. Libitation

While certain,limitations have been noted in the discussion of the ,

findings, it is cOnaj.dered most prudenE, at this point, to re'vletithe,,

totality of limitations affecting the findings of, this study.

, Idmitations regarding 'the bias. introduced by the self7selectiVe

nature of responding institutions have been discussed in some'detail,in

a separate section,of this paper. HOwever, the fact of responseor_non-
.

response from an institution, which is affected notably by the insci-,

,

tutional capability to respond to surveys in general, or the importance

the president places on the disadvantaged And on responding, is only one

aspect.of this self-selectivity problem. As noted throughout this report,

the number of institutions contributing to any given statistic shrinks,.

in varying degrees, from the number of 1766 institutions that returned

the census form. For example, 64 of these institutions (3,6% of those

institutions returning forms) were not included in any analyse because

they provided no information whatsoever on their returned census form,

or indicated that information pertaining to theirnstitntion would be

-123 .
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included in the form returned,by pare t institution. Additionally,

204 institutions (11.6% of those retu ing census forms) contributed

only to the ol7erall statistic regardi g numbers of programs on Campus

(these institutions were thoze which . -turned a blank census form with

a notation that they had no such prog ams existing on their campuses).

Further, many institutions left one o another question unanswered:

in fact, from data presented earlier

r

ee Table 1) better than 13% of

the institutions returning the census form were classified as having

responded to less than half of the items on that form. Thus, in terms

of any specific analysis, additional biases may be introduced in regard

to the representativeness of the sampl- of institutions on which that

analygis is based (these additional bi ses may have: no effect; an

augmenting effect;'or a corrective effe t, on.those biases discusSed

in relation to all institutions returni g the census form).

In addition to sampling biases,' th reliability and validity of in-
,

formation provided is questionable. It has been .seen previously (see

Table 1) that 5.6% of the institutions eturning census:forms pf rovided

conflicting information on this form (t ese were obviousAiscrepanCies

such as greater yearly expenditures for rogrammatic attention to disad-

vantaged students than total institutional budget or greater number6 of
r ,

full-time equivalent students served in program for disadvantaged

undergraduates than the entire undergrad ate student body; etc.). Time

and bUdget limitations did not permit ch llenge and resolution of

suspicious data in most instances.

Another bit of evidence that would i dicate the very tenuous nature

of much of the information provided came rom instances where a president

V 9
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`or his assistant made xerox 'copies of the census form and distributed

- =these. to.seyeral.difterent taff members. This has been noted in other

-

federal surveys;
5
in the current survey, over 50 institutions returned

"duplicate" census forms. In virtually every case, there was disagree-.

went interms ofthe information provided on these "duplicate" forms.

These differences ranged from those concerning judgmental or estimation

items (e.g., optimal arrangement for special programmatic attention to

disadvantaged students, importance of sources of possible funds for in-

creased support, estimates of percentage of disadvantaged undergraduates

at the institution, and proportions of disadvantaged estimated as gradu-

./ ating, transferring; or continuing for graduate study) to those concerning

factual infnrmation of record at the institutions (e.g., total current

funds expenditures, full-time equivalent' undergraduate enrollment, number

of programs, on campus, etc.). In at least two cases, there were disagree-

tents in forms prepared by the same individual at an institution. When

such'a situation existed, only one form was used to provide data for this

report; the general rule for.use of one or,another of such "duplicate"

forms was that the:onecontaining the greatest amount of informatiOn (not

necessarily the.most faCtual information) was used. When, in fact, both.

"duplicate" forms were complete to the same extent the inclusion or non-

,

,

inclusion of one these forms in the census data/was determined by random

means. While it may be argued that such disparities in provided information

5
C.f. Hodgkinson, H.L. and Edelstein, S. Questionnaires: In fact

there is error. Educational Researcher, I (8), August 1972.

130 =
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41'

lkis more likely to come from institutions where "duplicate" forms would

be returned, it is felt that such instances reflect'not only-Institution-

specific unreliability but also cast' serious doubt on the reliability of

the inforthatiou provided by any institution. If nothing else, the items

of the census form requesting estimations or judgmental responses are

certainly less than perfectly reliable.

Error is also introduced into the data from several additional

sources. Errors in encoding the data and in keypunching are inevitable.

Some, but certainly not all, of this error was removed by a lengthy

process of ple-analysis data examination, cross-checking, and corrections.

Further, "during the encoding process, certain assumptions were made. For

example, if an institution listed no programs, for disadvantaged udder-

.

I

graduates it was assumedithat no such programs existed At that institution

(not' a particularly upreaSonable assumption, since this was,the stated

Rurpose of the census form); however, some of these mey haft simply omitted

the, item. One dean to whom the completion of the form had been assigned

called the researchteam for help, through DSA files, in locating on his

complex campus any federally supported programs.

In order to offset, to some extent, the effect of the kinds of errors

noted, we have attempted to employ statistics that are less adversely

affected by extreme data errors (e.g., we have relied upon the median

as opposed to the mean as a measure of central tendency; we have used

categorical as opposed to continuous data correlational techniques).

The use of such statistics, however, does not eliminate the error; it

simply reduces the effect of thisierror on the statistic. It should be
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noted, in this regard,, that'in quantizing continuous data (regardlesi

of_the amount 'cif ergot in- such data) different .results may be obtained

by different approaches to the categorizatibn process. The degree of

distortion introduced as a-result of such quantization is. basically a

function of the original distribution of the Continuous variable4 No

"magic formulas" were used for the quantization of the data reported

in,this paper. Instead, the basic procedure used throughout was that

of maintaining reasonably large or gross cell frequencies.

Finally one.should be reminded that the statistical approach'used

'throughout this paper involves multiple application Of certain statistical

tests. ThalaVeil -0f,Ognificance fOr.each of these tests has been main-

tained at,the..65 probability level,. The meaning is perfectly straight-
.

4'orward,%4heti-only,Ofte,Suctt.fe0_is applied. With multiple applications
*

. -
oithe statistical test-td=tW.same'set of dates however, the interpre-

t

- . .

tation ol significance leVkl'hecCilieS,: hest, clouded. Using a .05
.

_

level of significance, 'which defines a significant result as one which

will occur one time in.twent'y,--or less - 1y chance, suggests that on the

average one could expect one of twenty independent applicatidhs of the

' statistical test'to yield a significant result even when no real differ-

ence existed. If, in fact, the tests are independent, then appropriate

corrections to an overall significance level can be applied. Unfortunately,

when one considers the response of the group of institutions to a given

census item and then classifies the institution on more than one cross-

tabulation index, it is not reasonable to assume--in fact as indicated

from the datait is not the case--that such cross-tabulation indices are

independent. This makes interpretation of the set of analyses even more

*1:3 2
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difficult, since precise conditional probabilities cannot be accurately

determined. In some instances, we have qualified our interpretations

on the basis of controlling for the relationships between the various

cross-tabulation indices; however, simultaneous control for the joint

relations of all possible indices is not feasible within the framework

of analysis adopted for this report.

Another matter needs to be reiterated. While the sampling units

for the study were in fact the institutions, some results have been pre-

sented with specific implications to individual programs within insti-

tutions. Regarding these implications, it should be realized that ineti-
4

.1.1tional differences may magnify any program differences found; and that

to the extent biases exist in terms of institutions in the sample, such

biases are reflected and probably magnified in terms of programs.

Finally, 'the very nature of across-SectiOnal survey approach, such

as this, limits the applicability of, the findings. No data are available

froi which change in institutional or programmatic variables as a function

of, some other variable can be judged. The time-bound nature of the study

is reflected to a greater or smaller degree in most aspects of the findings.

For example, while any influence of a program on graduation rates will be

reflected in future graduates, avi, been forced to use data that re-

flect only past graduation rates. In sbart: the census provides a less

than perfectly accurate picture of the programmatic treatment of disad-

vantaged students in the 1971-72 year.
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D. Summary

The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 established 4 legal basis

and funding authorization for the provision, in colleges and universities,

of programs of special support services--counseling, tutoring, career

guidance, etc.- -for "students with academic potential...who, by reason

of deprived educational, cultural, economic background, or, physical

handicap, are in need of such services to assist them to initiate, con-

tinue, or resume their post- secondary education."

U der contract with UWE, Educational Testing Service began, in the

fal of 1971, an intensive examination of support progr6s and studentsf/XP

therein in a sample of 120 institutions. Prior to this "intensive exami-

nation," however, a census of all 4nstitutions of higher education in the

United States was taken, to determine ptincipally the nature and extent

of special programs of supporting services for "disadvantaged" students.

Of central interest was: What kinds, of institutions offer such programs?

What do they cost, and what are the sources of support? What students are

served, in what ways, and at what investment of faculty and staff time?

Finally, what is the attitude of the responding institutional officials

toward continuing these programs, and from what sources do they see pro-

grammatic support?

In October 1971, 2991 institutions were identified and their chief

administrative officers were mailed a four-page questionnaire that re-

quested information on: total current funds expenditures for fiscal year

ending in 1971; full-time equivalent fall undergraduate entollment; ad-
.

missions procedures; brief descriptions of special supporting services
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programs; total expenditures for such sp'ecial programmatic services for

disadvantaged students;_ and judgments or estimates of optima/ size, new

sources of support, proportions of undergraduates within the federal

poverty classification, proportions of disadvantaged graduating, and

proportions entering graduate school., With extensive follow-up, 1766

(or 59%) of the 2991 institutions had responded to the Survey by the

end of the first quarter of 1972 (five months after the original

mailing).

When less than 100% response toa survey of a population is obiained,'-'

the possibility of biases in the responding portion must be considered.

Two,proeedures were employed: First,.responding institutions were com-

pared with nonresponding institutions on certain critic matters of

public record; geographic area, participation in prtgr of federal

support for disadvantaged students under the Higher Edu,ation Amendments

of 1968, institutional control, predominant or traditionalrace of stu-

dent body, highest offering, and accreditation. Second, a random sample'

of nonrespondents was drawn, and an attempt was made to obtain the sur-

vey information by telephone.

Responding vs. nonresponding institutions were found not to differ

as a fpnction of geographic region, institutional control (public, pri-

vate, church-related), predominant race of spident body, estimates of

proportions of disadvantaged students on campus, proportions who'con-

tinue into graduate study. On the other hand, institutions more likely f

to respond were found tp'be those with federal support for disadvantaged

student service programs, and those without problems of accrediting.
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Institutions less likely to respond were fqund to be junior or community

colleges and, among institutions with federally supported programs, those

with the highest,proportions of disadvantaged graduang.

4 Obviously, institutions with relevant federal support were more

inclined to respond to the survey in the context; nonaccredited insti-,

.tutions or two=year colleges may have more difficulty in responding to

any questionnaire survey, The extension of. the findings tb be reported
I

to all institutions of higher education would overestimate the amount of .

programmatic activity for,disadvantaged, and underrepresent those insti-

tutions proViding'only two'yeers of academic or.yocational training or

those with accrediting problems (wherein, of course, disadvantaged stu-'

dents may appear in relatively large proportions, though this was not

found to be a critical difference in responding vs. nonresponding insti-

. tutions).

At this point in time, with the federally supported, programs of

interest at most only intheir second year, it would seem far too early

to attempt. to judge their success or failure by any of the data available.

More rgasonable questions to ask are: Pow many disadvantaged students

get into college? Where are the greatest' concentrations of disadvantaged

students fOund? What kind of institutions are interested in and indeed

provide such special services (or, what kinds of institutions are likely

'to be.favored by federal support)? What services are provided? In short:

the purpose of the census is, most exactly, descriptive, and for providing

a baseline against which later analyses of trends may be drawn.

How many "disadvantaged" students enter college, and where do they

go? For the institutions responding,roUghly one-third estimated frOm 0

13

k
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to 5% of the undergraduate student body to be disadvantaged, another,

one-third from 6 to 15%, and another one-third more than 16%. Only

'about one in five institutions estimated more than one-quarter of

their undergraduate populationto be disadvantaged. An estimate

. drawn from the reported frequencies yields a figure of 14% of the
V

total undergiaduate populationto.come from families within the

poverty classification.

A number of factors were found to be associated with the numbers

41
of disadvantaged in college. The degree.tqiihich the Institution employs'

selective criteria at admissions is, ,of course, strongly ilated: over

half of the institutions screening on the basis of requiring graduation

in the top fourth of the high school class and scores on scholastic apti-

tude test have fewer than 5% disadvantaged. More disadvantaged students

were found in public-supported institut n in private institutions

(aid:Pugh private'church-related instit ion- contain more disadvantaged

undergraduates than private nonchurch-r ated institutions); this may,

of course, result as aspect both of cos alud of the face that private

institutions more frequ tlY tend to be selective. Two-year institutions,

and the larger universities offering gradUate degrees, had larger pro-
d .4

portions of disadvantaged than did four-year,eolleges. The predominant,

ethnicity of the Student body was highly related: almost 60% of the non-
,

white institutions had more than half of their undergraduate population

within theepoverty criteria, while only,3%Of the white institutions had

this,many poor among their student bodies. Nonaccredited institutions,

representing 16% of the responding institutions, tended to have higher
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proportion's of disadvantaged, as did institutions with more than half.

of their student body living off campus.

There also appeafgd to be sharp differences by geographic region.

Dividing the countrY according to USDEregions, institutions in region 4

(the Southeastern states) and region 6-- Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma,

Texas, and NeW Mexico--tended to have larger propditions of disadvantaged,

while region 1--the New England states = -had relatively few institutions

w4th large numbers of disadvantaged. This would seem to be a funcion

of area per-capita eome and of the traditional kinds.of institutions,

indigenous to the area (i.e., the traditionally black institution in Elle

Southeast). The implications of this ,finding, for federal funding are,

of cburse; both Complgi and significant. L.

Insti ionS with federally-supported service'programs for the disad-

,'

vantaged were found to have, on the average, larger proportions of disad-

vantaged on campus than did those without federally supported programs;

. ;

this relationship-hOld6 where institutions are'srouped according to se-

lectivity at "admissions and thAl compared^within each category. This may

refieti the fact thaefedetal money tendS to_be going now where the
. , ,

institution has shown a commitment or a tradition of service to this type
-

OfstUdent; or, the infusion of federal funds may indeed have served to

,increase therpropottion of disadvantaged on .pome campuses. Undoubtedly,

both of these poSsibilitieS are true to some extent, though'1Ongitudinal

studies are needed to'better Judge the impact factor. A marked trend
I
was

noted for highest proportions of disadvantaged sAudents at institutions,

that had applied successfully for Special Services Programs, the next
0

138
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highest proportions at thdse applyin'g unsuccessfully, and the lowest

proportions at those institutions never-applying. In the latter group

of institutions, representing two-thirds of all responding institutions,
5

60% had 10% or fewer disadvantaged. Even so, of these institutions granted

programs, almost one-third had 10% or fewer disadvantaged.

What is the extent and nature of the special support services pro-
\

grams offered? Of the responding institutions, 801, or almost half, re-

pdrted no such programs. Given the biases noted in the responding sample,
-

it is reasonable to state that somewhat less than half, but. at least 25%,

of the nation's colleges and universities offer support programs expressly

for or appropriate for disadvantaged students. Of those institutions with

programs, about half offer4i only one prograp, and the other half from 2

tO 8 programs '(although one institution listed 19 .different activities).

The 901 institutions(53% of the respondents) reporting one or more.pro-
.

grams yielded a total of 2381 separate programs. These *tended, on the

whole, to be relatively new: the median number of years of program
, t ,

operation was 2.6, and less than 3% of the programs had been in operation

for 10 years or more. Almost40%of the progratio were "bridge" programs

such aS Upward Bound, thus directed more toward preparing the student for

college than for facilitating his on-the-academic piogram adjustment.

Although, in general., it was found that the higher the proportion of

disadvantaged on campus,.the higher the numbei of special programs, the

relationship'is far, from perfect. Institutions in USOE regions8.,

and 10 (the Far Western states) tended to take a multi.prOgram approach

. in comparison with institutions in other parts of the country.

-tutions in the Southeastern States, previously noted as having larger

139
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disadvantaged college populations, tended to have fewer'programs. Larger.

institutions tended, of course, to have more programs, as did open-door

institutions When 'compared with more selective- institutions, public insti-,

tutionS (when compared with private institutions), two-year institutions,

traditionally nonwhite institutions, or nonresiden4a1 institutions:. Non-_

accredited institutions, though generally serving higher proportions of

disadvantaged students than accredited institutions, tended to have fewer

programs; over half of the nonaccredited institutions listed no programs

at all. Institutions receiving aid through the Division of Student

Assistance, USOE, tended to have more krograms. Number of programs is

an extremely gross Measure, of course, of extent of attention to disad-

'vantaged students; there is nothing particularly surprising in the
r

findings. A teasbnab* accurate summation of these findings would be

that special support programs abound where the tradition of service to.

disadvantaged students exists--with some exception of nonaccredited or

,' Southeastern area institutions,.

What are the characteristics of these programs?' Almost one in three

of the reported programs were funded, exclusively through USOE, and thus

would-be strongly influenced by USOE guidelines as to content. About 15.7,

of the progra'mc were funded exclusively by state or local government, anal

alMost ln by ingtitutional funds exclusively, while a little more,than

one-fifth of the programs drew funds from two or more agencies. ,programs
71

that were funded exclusively by other agencies of the U. S. Go;ernment or

by private foundations accounted for only a, little better than 10% of the,

total. About one in'fi've programs reporte4, multiple funding sources.

t.

6
.140,

.

."



-139-

Clearly, federal support was the prime resource being used for program

support, while state and local, or regular institutional support tended

to appear only half as frequently.

With, regard to the content of the programs: the most frequently

listed element was that of special academic counseling, guidance or

advisory assistance:With almost.three out of every four programs con-:

Pt

taining this component. Almost two of three institutions reported,

special,recruitingeffortor strategy. Tutoring components were re-

ported in 63% of the programs; a little more than half provided for

diagnosis of learning difficulties or provided remedial courses. About

44% of the program's' reported components of special instructional media

or of special instructional strategies. However, taking these frequently'

provided academically7oriented elements--counseling, recruiting, diagnostic

work, tutoring , reMedialitourseg,.and special instructional media or strate-

gies--only 341, or about' 14%, of the programs consisted exckusively of one

or more of these elements. In other words, a .vigorous majority of the'_

programs included nonacademic elements.
d

For financial aid, grants were the most frequently reported (60%)?
..' .

through wOrk-study (5:5%) and loails '(52%) were almost as popular.'

The" most frequent extra-institutional:, re6ource epployed in the pro-'
. . - -

grams, was community agencies or organizationso, with almnst,balfof the -

,

.

.

program containing such a component. About one-thirkreported activities
.

?0 . --_,....
0

with:scho is .sending students,, while work with other collegeS or with

A.
business" nd industry was founain,only one of every five programs.

a

5
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Toward,assiiting disadvantaged students with post-college plans

and activities, JO placement (in 45% of the programs) was found-about

twice as frequently as guidance for .graduate study (ih 22% of the

programs). .

The programs resorted a considerable variety of patterns of

staffing, number of stu ents served, and costs. per student. The typi-

cal program, as revea -d by median values, involved two staff members

and' two faculty- and served 50 full-time equivalent students

at a cost per PT student of 8673 4ei year.

Programs fUnded'Under thelligher Education Amendmeqta of 1968
ro

tended to haVe a 'higher numbet'of full-time equivalent faculty and

staff (though foundation - supported prograns had the highest median
, -

number of staff), and seryed,larger numbers of students; in addition,

howeVer, the Special Services Programs.served larger numbers of stu-

dents per full-time equivalent faculty.or staff and at a cost per,

student slightl§ below the median repdrted for all programs.

Institutions with higher proportions of disadvantaged involved

substantially more students ip their programs, as well as slightly

larger numbers of faculty and staff: Cost per student tended to de-

crease as porportions of disadvantaged on campus increased,,' although

this relationship is not sta istically significant.

The more selective institutions in their programs tended to have

higher numbers of faculty and staff involved in their programs, but not

a higher number of FTE,studentsiin their'programs. Per-student.costs,

however, appea4 to be higher in the moderately selective institutions

than in open-door'or highly seleCtive institutions. Larger institutions

142
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tended to have larger programs in the sense of'faulty, staff, and stu-

dents involved, but institutional size did not appear to be related to

per-student cost of the programs. Public institutions, on the other

hand, tended to have programs with lower pei-student costs, no,doubt a,

-

function of higher numbers of students per faculty or staff member

assigned to the program, particularly in the public two-year initi-

tutions. Public and private institutions With graduate programs served

larger numbers of students but at greater per-student costs. Undoubtedly,

oyerall institutional per-student costs affected program cost per student

served by the program. Program costs per student did not differ for tra-

ditionally white vs. nonwhite,institutions, however, a function most prob-

ably of larger numbers of involved faculty and staff per student in the,

program

Institutions with one or moreprogramfundedunder the higher edu-

cation amendments tended to serve more FTE students in their programs,

with more staff (if not faculty), at a slightly higher cost per student.

(as previously reported data would suggest).

With regard to the components within the programs: with more com-

ponentr-.(i.e., counseling, tutoring, remedial Work, etc.), higher, costs

per student and faculty and staff involvement were sustained. Addition

of, programs components tended to create staff involvement to a greater

extent than faculty involvement. Larger numbere pf students tended. to

be served in programs including special classroom instructional strate-
.

gies, loans and work-study, extracurricular sulliport, and guidance for

graduate study, while those institutions with smaller numbers of FTE

143
s
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,students in their programs mere-more likely to report a recruiting

component.

Larger institutions tended to provide more frequently the corn-

ponents of academic counseling; tutoring, extracurricular support, job

placement; and guidance for graduate study, but reported less frequently

the use of special instructional media or provision of remedial courses:

,. Special instructional strategies appeared more freq uently in the very small

and the very large dnstitutions. More selective institutions tended to

. stress counseling,'tutoring, involvement with feeder schools, and guid-

ance for graduate study; but involved less frequently any infusion of-
,

support activities directly into the classroom (i.e., special media,

strategies, etc.). An essentially similar pattern occurred when highest

degree offering was considered. Programs in private institutions more

frequently provided guidance for graduate study, but less krequently job

placement, cbmmunity agency involvement, or medical courses. There wefe

few differences in the programs provided in traditionally white as opposed

to traditionally nonwhite institutions, though th4 nonwhite institutions

recruited less frequently and contained special intervention in the_class-

roo more frequently. Finally, there was evidence that with the exception

of remedial courses, loans, and work-study, the institutions' with pro ams

funded under. the-Higher Education. Amendments were more likely to have each

of theAsuppert Comflonents than were institutions otherwise funded.

' From the 'reports of the respohding.insatutions, a wide range of suc-
,

.cess'was reporteH in terms of the.proportIoR of disadvantaged Who graduate.'

For all disadvantaged in all institutions,.about half were believed.to

144



graduate, and about 10% were believed to continue ,into graduate study.

The more selective institutions, the smaller institutions, and the resi-

dential did indeed report higher proportions graduating.

Institutions with programs funded under the Higher Education Amend-

ments of 1968 reported 1pwer-proportions of disadvantaged graduating than

institutions. never applying for Special Services programs; also, the

number of programs provided by an institution was not related to propor-
. .

tions of disadvantagedlraduating. Other factors associated with high

proportions of disadvantaged graduating appeared'. to be smaller numbers

of students per faculty member in the program, and,higber per-student

program costs. These findings reflected more exactly,the institutional

facts of life; most programs reported, and'all Special Services Programs,

had not been in existence long enough to produce a gr duating tress.

The repdrts of proportions who enter graduate study followed highly

similar patterns to those found for proportions graduating. Also, insti/--

tut ions with remedial study components sent feWer disadvantaged to gradu-

ate school; those that provided tutorial services, guidanCe for graduate
.

study, and financial aid dent more.

A final set of questions in ,,the survey was concerned with the're7

sponding individuals' opinion as to what would be an optimal arrangement

. q

for special programmatic attention to disadvantaged students for the
, 1

1972-73 academit. year. Given that in most caset'Completion of the sur-

vey was assigned to someone concerned with disadvantaged students,,it

is not surprising that four out of five respondents felt that given
9

additional funds their institutions could serve larger 'numbers% 'The
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other one in five felt additional money was needed to serve present

numbers, while only nine of the 1087 institutional representativestre
..

sp ding"to this question felt larger numbers of students could be

served at the existing budget or a smaller 'one. Nevertheless, there
-

was in these otherwise nonremarkable patterns no evidence that, given

mw
the financial incentive or wherewithal, larger numbers of disadvanted

could be accommodated. The sources of this increased financial support

were most fr?quently felt 'to be attainable through federal sources,

.

though a number of institutional respondents indicated the potential of

state funding should be stressed.., Foundations were less frequently seen

as a likely resource for additional money, and the dimmest prospects

seemed to reside, in rearrangements of regular institutional income; for

.example, endowment income was given a low rank Of importance as a source
A

for increased programmatic support.

It would seem prtident to state in final summary that the relation

ships observed at this point of time are more understandable in terms of

!.
the institutional characteristics and the stereotypes associated with

different types or circumstances of institutions than they are in terms

of their special program efforts. For example, emphasis on continuing

into graduate study may be pressed by a variety of programmatic emphases,

but the impact can be felt in institutions where values and emphases push

toward graduate study, not in those that traditionally see their students
I P

in technical roles in the community after two years of training in a highly4
4

_pragmatic work role. Or, institutions with the lowest attrition rates will

inevitably show larger proportions of disadvantaged graduating, whether

1 14 CI
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support prograns.are provided or not. It would be extremely hazardous

to infer that some of the effeCts'observed are caused by the impact of

the programs. Given the limited-time of program operation in most cases,

it is more reasonable to assume that federal support amplifies existing

institutional patterns. More time and longitudinal studies are neede d

to determine how programs may "transfQrm" the institution. And, given

the early lead taken by federal sources in supporting such programs and

the obvious fact of their unusual costs without built-in financial com-

pensation as from tuition gnd fees, the current outlook for their future

is toward* Washington.

It woad therefore seem of critical urgency to look beyond this

descriptive census to the need for careful research to determine now the

impact of the programs and their components on the progress and the lives

of the disadvantaged students involved. Given a positive answer (and ob-

taining any definitive answer will require time for the embryo programs

to mature), the task then will be to seek ways In which the early responsi-

bility undertaken by federal support could either be increased or expanded

to include other interests--state, foundation, business and industry,'or

tuition adjustment--if larger numbers of disadvantaged are to be served.

The most-critical early sign of potential success from these data resides

in the'proportion of disadvantaged who, in1971, were estimated to be

enrolled as undergraduates. Although this figure of 14% maybe inflated,

we have assuredly the highest proportion of students from poverty back-
,

grounds now in college than has existed in history. The trick will be

to keep them there, in good standing andin dignity, while continuLng

to expand a trulyecival.educational opportunity.

3 fit'

1 4 7
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, ANb WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202

October 19, 1971

President

Somewhere College
0 Some Street
Somewhere, Somestate 00000

Dear President:

1,

The U.S. Office of Education has contracted with Educational Testing Service
for a series of surveys to detefMine the extent and level of success of
special programs for disadvantaged students in institutions of higher

education, The initial survey requires'a census of all U.S. institutions of
higher education to determine the kinds and costs of programs in operation,
and the numbers of students served.

To expedite the survey, we are enclosing a brief form which we hope you
will assign for completierttO the administrative officer responsible for all
special programs for disadvantaged students. The form asks foi some identi-
fying information about the institution, for information about'stecial programs
for disadvantaged students, and for estimates of need for such programs at

your institution.-

,

All information provided in this survey will be treated'as confidential'.
Because only aggregates,by type of institution, will be reported to The U.S.
Office of Education by ,Educatiorial\Testing Servi,ce, the information yoU

provide can not affect federal support of current or requested:program at
your institution. Indirectly, the results of the Total survey will make an
important contribMtion to estimates of national need, and could haile a major'
impact on the direction and nature of these programs,in the future.

441

Your ass stance in this critical matter is appreciated. Time deadlines are
very tight, and we would be most gratified for return of the form by

November:.30, 1971.
16

Since

'-ActingAssociate Commioner
for Higher Education

149
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Survey of Special Programs for Disadvantaged Students in Higher Education

SPECIAL PROGRAM. To qualify as a "special program" under this definition, there should be a
statement of institutional record as to the goals and objectives of the special program, with specifi
cation of target population, intervention, or treatment strategies, and there should be an Institutional
staff member charged with responsibilityyfor the administration and maintenance of the program.. A
separately budgeted (e.g., separate line item, noted in other line. item, etc.) formal or structured
body of actiyity by the institution for high school graduates (e.g., Upward Bound, Project Oppor
tunity, eto.)t.gor enrolled students, whiCh is not routinely available to or appropriate for the typical
entering studhnt but _directed toward the more disadvantaged student .(see next definition) is usually
considered to be a "special program."

DISADVANTAGED STUDENT. By "thiadvantaged student" is meant a student who, by virtue of
origin from an ethnic minority, a low income group as defined by the national poverty criteria
(see below), or by virtue of physidal handicaps restricting movement or sensory acuity, has special
deficiertpies of a social, cultural, or academic nature that set him apart from the regular or modal
students at your institution. These are generally students who would' require special resources and

,......s_ibnovetive curriculum to assure their success, in the academic environment.

NATIONAL POVERTY CRITERIA*
To fall within the national poverty criteria group, a student must come from a family with annual
income not exceeding the amount shown below:

Family, Size Nonfarm : Farm

1 .. 4 $1,840** $1,569
--'s 2 / 2,383 , 2,012

3 .. 2,924 2,480
4

/ \ 3,743 3,195
5 4,415 3,769
6' 4,958 4,244
7 . 6,101 0, 5,182

If A low income student 'comes from a family with more than seven members, add $600 for each
additional family member in a nonfarm family, add $500 if the family is a farm family.

The poverty criteria is generally, met if the student:

1. Jives in federally supported low-income public. housing.
2. is part of a family where there is serious mismanagemen; of income so that

little; if any, of such income accrues to the benefit of the student.
,3, is. from a family on state or federally funded welfare program.

4,
ti

Adapted from Sene; P60, Number 71, Table 6, Bureau of the eensus, U.S. Department of Commerce, July 1970.

All dollar amdfints refer to income before taxes.before
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SPEClill. INSTRUCTIONS

The attached form (OE Rim 360) for survey of special programs for disadvantaged students
should be completed by all institutional uriits resporidiny and reporting as such in the annual
Higher Education. General Information Survey (HEQIS) of the U. S. Office of Education. In the .

event that a branch campus completes the form individually or that the parent institution corn
pletes the form .inclusivq,cof branch campuses, please. indicate such under item 1 of the form. The
administrative officer responsible for all special programs for disadvantaged students, as defined
above, should complete the items relating to such Programs.

,t
-Items 1 through 5:

These items involve general institutional data of :ecord. Data requested on opening fall under-
graduate enrollmeht in 1971 (item 3), and on current funds expenditures for the fiscal year ending
in .1971 (item 2), should agree with thaLprovided in the 1971-72 REGIS Survey of the 1J. S.
Office of Education'.

Item 6:

If this itehl is applicable to the institution, list separately each, program that opera tes as a
functional urit (i.e., that focuses on a particular target 'group of students, consists of one or more
discrete activities, and that has a responsible "program director" assigned.) Use addttoonal sheets of
blank paper if space provided is insufficient

If the prograin listed is a "bridge program" for students not ,yet formally enrolled in the in-.

stiiution, 'Please indicate in the appropriate space.

Numbers of students served by the program, and numbers Pf Involved facUlAr and staff, are
requested,,in F,u1I-Time ("Fr), Part-Time ("PT"), and Full-Time Equivalent ("FTE") categories.

A Full-Tim e..stOdent iS' defined, as one enrolled for at least 75% of the load normally required
of, undergradu'ates.

A Part-Time student is one ,enrolled for, less,`.' than 75% of the normal load.

"Fac'ulty" are defined! as persons With 'academic rank who serve the program in teaching or
actrnirlistrative capacities, staff Merribers, are 'defined' as other perso el,,Agiving the program who do
not hold academic rank (e.g., toUn'selor,,, etc!.). I

A Full Time faculty Or ,staff: inernber is defined ,as a membei- of administrative or academic
staff devoting ,three fourths o'r .mOre:of avilable work time to the program. ,

A Part Time faculty, or', staff rmember is One devoting less _than three:fourths time to the-Z
program. , l' 4,,, ,'

., ,,, ,

, 1 4 ,

; u I I Time Equivalent ,tudent"'".may bq ,dgteirtiined ,by the same procedure used in HEGIS. If

gested:
you have not prev,ously: Ccili.iiiated, full, time 4,,ouilliv:a.,lle,,rt,, the following method. is sugf

i , ,:l ' r r ' ' I' '

1. l' L.,. j

ADJUSTED HEADCOUNT N.,1,1.1-E0i4.)HH: ,u,l1,-;Time Equivalent enrollment equals
.the headcount of full j4me.;studen0,,Olui :one'third the headcount of part time
students. 1,- -I".

, :
i - . :

You max' -use ,,the 'dtiove rhethod Or aby,,:ot4r method of calculating full time equivalent en
1-01'n-wrt 'most approp,riaie;and/di; coPverrie&ydue irititution.,

"Full Time Equivalent fikulty osfaff" f, ciet e r Ili ineq, fly the average total man hours pe'r work
,vve,er, devoted to the OrOgiirti Mule' progthm., is, ip bpetation; divided by 40.

I''' 1
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Item 6 (continued):

. !Support i,n most cases will fall into one or more of the following categories: 'Federal, state.

foundatiorh, institutional general funds, or other (business and industry, community action groups.

church, etc.). .

In -identifying SOURCE 6OF SUPPORT, please obseive .the following considerations:

If support comes from federal' sources, please indicate agency (e.g., OE, 0E0,
USDL, -etc.) and if possible indicate law and title providing' unds or the name
of the-act (e.g.. Higher Education Amendments of 1968, Title I-A). ,

If support comes from state appropriations, "please specify whether their source
is state general funds or special appropriations.

If support comes from a foundation grant, please name the foundation.

If support is drawn from institutional general funds, please indicate if ide ifi

able pbrticns come ,from unrestricted .gifts, ipcome on endowment, student
tuition, special fees, sale of goods or services, or other sources.

If suppoit comes from other than .federal, .state, foundation, or general institu
tional funds, please name or otherwise identify the nature of the 'source.

Should program support a's budgeted come from more than one ,source, list the several sources

and show in brackets the approximate percentage of total costs froM each source [e.g., "Title I-A,

(50%); Ford Foundation, 50%))

Item 7:
If item 6 is completed, this item provides space for identifying-the content or nature of 'the

.special programs previously listed. Specifically, those activities or aspects of the programs that are,

as a matter of record, formal emphases, and for which budget line items may exist, should, be

checked,' and if more than 'one progr6m is listed in item 6, show by number which program(s)' ,-

has(have) the feature indicated.

1,em 8:

This item calls for total expenditures for special programatic attention ,to disadvantaged ;stu-

dents. As such, it allows for expenditures for programs not 'meeting"the definition of "special, t

programs" given above, but 'which you consider significant. ,

,

. ) ,

Items 9 through 12:

These items call for "best' !estimates" and opinions concerning disadvantage,d'_studerits anc17the

source-of support kir programi fo".. disadvantaged students at your inilitution,,' -

0

Should you have any quesOons,,concerning the completion ,of 'this form,. please _calf the indi

vidual listed below at the nearest) office of Educational Testing Service,

Location_ of ETS Office '' ., : Phone (\fame of- Individual ',to tOntadt

Princeton, N. J.
Evanston; Ill.
l os Angeles, Cal,
Redingfoh Beach, Fla.
San Juan, P.R.

4i* Durham; N. C.
Berkeley Cal,
Austin, Tex.
Washington, D, C.

,
609-921 9000
312 869 7700
21_3-254 5236
&13-391 9806

11 ;765.3365

Mr.' Chuck stone
MA'. Theresa Strand
Md. Celia DeLavaltade
Mr. John- Dobbin
Mr Ennio Belen-Trujillo
Miss 'Adele Richardson,.
M,rs.Santelia Knight Johnson
Mr logn Hood
Mr.10avid,Nolart

Q-682' 5683
-411:;-849 0950
512'454 8935
262 296 5930 .

. ,

1
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co OMB No. 51-S71033

Approval expires 6/30/72

SURVEY OF SPECIAL PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

Educatfortil Testing Service
Princeton, N.J.

Please Read Instructions Before Completing This Forth

Please return by NOVEMBER 30,, 1971
USE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE

1. Name and mailing address of this institution:.

2:.Totarcurrent funds expenditures for fiscal year endiliy 1971 (from HEGIS Survey, OE Form 2300 -4, 4/71, P. 3, Ione 181

3. Full time equivalent opening fall undergraduate enrollment, 101 atom i,ne 3, column 6, and,or line 14, column 6, HEGIS.OE Form 23002,3 1, 31711

Degree credit students Non-bachelor's degree credit students

4. For what percent of undergraduate students at this institution are on-campus residential quarters available?

5.. Admission Requirements and Standards:

A

A. Usual minimum requirements for undergraduate admission (Check one)
.

(11 Only ability to profit from attendance , . .

) High schogl graduation,or equigg.ier.t. ..

431 High school graduetion,plus some additional indication of aptitude (grades, tests, etc.)

(4)*Other (Specify) ,. .

.
, .

.

. .

. . . ,

. . .
.

. ,..
, . - . ,. ,

. ,
A

.

. ,.

.

.

.

. .

.

, .

,

.

. . ,

.

If (3) is checked above, select best single answer for sections B and C below.
.

B. 'Usual minimum high school standing for adMission:

[(1) top 1 /10I 1121 top 1/5 I I 191 top 1/4 I
.

(4) top 1/3 :(6) Below top 1/2

C. Use of Scholastic Tests in admission

(1) Generally not required (3) Required as supporting evidence for admission of some (not all) applicants

(2) Required principally as a matter of record (4) Required, and used determining admissibility for all applicants. ,

OE F,prm 160 153. <"
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&Int -or nature of special programs 1Check an that apply to this institution. and indicate by number which program listed under ,zem 6 herein his that nature

.Special- academJc couriialipg,.gurclance, or advabry assistance . ; Financial aid (Che,ck all that apply)

Speiial recruiting efforts or strategy . ' ., Loan .
.

Special facilities or activities for diagnosing academic difficulties Grant

Spediaftutorial service by faculty or students
.

,

4 . Work-study -. .

'Involvement-of extraqnstitutional resources (Check all thaPaPply)
s

Job placement -
.

Schools sending students
i -

Guidance for graduate study'

Other colleges .
.

' Other (peCify)

Community agencies, orgadizatiost -

.

.. _

Business or industry
I

- _

P

,,41

'Extra-curricular supporettaci(iratIon of social life. etc.)
s.

.- .- -

Remedial cpurses (credit or" nan-Credit) .
. .

.

Special instructian Media;Medal, .-. ; t, '

,

... ,

'Special classroom,instruciihil sirategies .
.

.. .
.

otal",,expericlitures this yeaifor spicial p;ogramatic attention to students

.
if this amount differkfroth-sum of -budgettil aiits" item 6 .pleaseexilain .

s,.

.. , .

If

aaa

3. -onsittering the azure of the msiitution, vyttat woufdib.e, in thgupinion_of the resplo-ndent, the optimal arrariger,a0 for 'sptClai..prilgrarnatit 4tiention to

the
. , 4 ,

disadvantaged - invents at_this institution in ,1972-71 academi4,yeafl' (Check anal,
. ..

. $

'`...
a / A. ' ' ..' a I..

Nuthhers of itudents shoblthremain tfie'sami, with tatabudget Of

, .. , ,, , , , ,

-Numbirs,ofitudenTSithaUld tie loicreased,witfitotal budget Lf
I / . ..

huitbets'of itiZI-ents.sbotAit 1;b3dg i'eaSed. With totafAU dOei of -:.,:'''.

0, to the opyrnpj tye,ctlie1 acifrorArpt office,

:of the foliirwingsou,rces

. (Check all that apply and then rangy! (i70;; checZe. d in order

$00R-C6.-

r-''

ans,, incrpased,support for sof:col, programs for dtsedAntaped students should be sought
i . .

;?. 4:

' ' e .
61wrird;tapa,e waft:Al malt m-Pdleaki, most In pc itent, etc.)

(41 BOK : -,";59URCEP: _

pothOrgatio,nsf wititinCreasg,d appropriations

.

nStatelieirriffiiitOs-.

10.

-1,Sp-eeityfi ..:";

' :"'*

RANK

, ,
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11 Best estimate at proportion of current undergraduate population,at this institution who come fFom families with annual income less than

the national ppverty criterion (see instrisOions1 . v-..

0.5% : L i i. cm T 1 , 11.15% j F16720%71 if 21-25% 1 26.50%
,-

12. Of those disadvantaged students entering this institution, what percent is estilinated, to

(1) Graduate from this institution I

51% or more

%1 IT:Transfer ta another institution (3) Continue for graduatestuches at any institution,

3 Comment le g, any experienCe with disadvantaged students, recommendations as to federal policy and program, special institutional
philosophy and policy re disadvantaged" relevant activities hot fitting under definitions or categories provided, etc./

.

14: Name of,person ionyeting this questionnaire

,

Name
a

Title Date

.4;

Please' return to:', .

EDUCATIONAL'i-FsriNG SERVICE
501 Willitcltreet,

, DUrhairi, North Carolina 277#1



1

\*4
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APPENDIX B

Sampla Text of Fallow-up Letter of 10 December

and Mailgram of 21 January

157
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.EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
,

Migtual Plaza
Durham, North Carolina 27701

Area Code 919 682.7888

President

Somewhere College
0 Some Street
Anywhere, Any State 00000

Dear President:

SOUTREASTERN OFFICE

December 10, 1971

On October 28, a survey form concerned with special programs
for disadvantaged students was .mailed by this office to you, together
with:.,a letter explaining the survey, dated October 19, 1971, from Dr.
Preston Valien, Acting Associate Commissioner for Higher Education,
USOE. To date, no response has been received from your institution.

We realize the many inconveniences that today's crop of
institutional, studies imposes on colleges and universities; we also
realize that time deadlines in this instance are not liberal.

' Nevertheless, the information from this survey will.be a major'
component of estimates of national need, and could affect. the diivction
and nature of federal spending in the future. It is our sincere hope
that your representative could complete and. return the survey, form at

the earliest opportunity: If the .form has been misplaced, we should

be happy to provide you with another.

JtiD: zm

Sincerely,

J. A. Davis
Project Co-Director

; 153
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ZCZC 121 PRINCETON NJ ,
;--

ZIP 00000
PRESIDENT SOMEWHERE COLLEGE
SOME STREET
SOMEWHERE SOMESTATE 06000
BT.,

EDUCATIONAL TESTINGSERVICE IS CONDUCTING FOR US OFFICE OF EDUCATION
A NATIONAL' SURVEY OF 'PROGRAMS FOR QISADVANTAGED 'STUDENTS. -BRI,Er
QUESTIONNAIRE SENT YOUR OFFICE IN NOVEMBER. .RESPONSE FROM YOUR
INSTITUTION 'EXTREMELY CRITICAL TO SI1RVEY 'S SUCCESS AND' FINAL
REPORT. <MAY WE REQUEST YOUR' QFFICE CALL COLLECT BY WEDNESDAY
JANUARY 26 FOR QUICK REPORT ON YOUR INSTITUTION'S PROGRAMS

4

TELEPHONE..'609 921 9000
MRS ROBERTA RAMIREZ ELDRED
ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR OF MINORITY AFFAIRS
EDUCATIONAL TESTNCSERVICE
NNNN

0

5 '

t
150
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APPENDIX C

Telephone Follow up for Ali. Institution Crisus

0,

ti

1f e;0

4
.

I

9.

41.



'Date

1,, Name of institution

-159-

TELEPHONE FOLLOW-UP FOR
ALL - INSTITUTION CENSUS

Interviewer

'2. Name and find of person or persons 'responding:

.a.

. b.

a74..

.
3. Was questionnaire received? Yes No

4: To whom or what office was it routed for completion

S. Number of full-time undergraduate. students

6'. Percent of undergraduate students living on campus

7. Ad4d.ssions requirements and standards for all students
check one)

a. High school graduation or equivalent

(which one applies

High school graduation plus grades or standardized tests (SAT or ACT)

c. High school standing':

top 1/10 :-ftoP-1/4.

",
Sc holastic testA..in" adad.sion

, not, required as supporting

top 1/2 below top 1/2

a principal requireathit

- .

evidence

8* What kinds of studenti`are considered disadvantaged at this institution?,

all low income students
.

American Indian

BlaCks'' Chicanos

puprto phy!sically Handicapped

9. What kinds of programs for disadiratatO,st;uderits.

Upward Bound
1,

b'. 'Talent Search
,a

c. Special. Services

counseling

.
CourSes.

-
ssmmirKii-4i.p g,;ams'

Special

Fi.nanelal .Pia
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10. Best'estimate of proportion of current undergraduates who come from families.4

with annual income ]ess than $4,000 or national poverty criterion.

11:

0-5% 6-10% 11-15% 16-20% 21-25% 26-50%.

51% or more

What percent of disadvantaged itudents who enter this institution

transfer go, onto irad schoolgraduate

12. Any additional comments

,..

a
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. APPENDIX D

1"

Coding Schemas and Card Layouts for Census Data

NOTE: A copy of data gathered in'the all-institution

.censu's has been placed on tape in accordance '

with the coding schemas and layouts following.

This copy on file with the USOE project

ofFicer, ih the Office of planning, Budgeting,

and Evaluation, U. S. Office of Education.

'16.3
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Column #

1-45

46

47

71621'

'CARD 1 General Information

Info
.

-
Name of State in
which Institution, .

'is located

USOE Region

SSDS Participation
Code

48 SSDS'(or prime program)
target group (major) 1=Black

2=Chicanb
3=Puerto-Rican
4=Native American
5=White(low income)
6=Physically handicapped
7=Other group
8=Combined or multiple
9=No program

Code

(See added code sheet)

1=2nd year:-

2=lst year
3=Dropped
4=Not accepted
5=Other

49 Control 1=Federal or Territorial
;2=State or Local
3=Independent

profit)

4=Church Affiliation
5=Independent (Profit)

4
50 Selectivity Scale, 0

value 1

. 2

3

4 (See additional
5 coding-info.

6 sheet)
..../' 7

k 8r

9

51-52 Residentiality'
Proportion

53 Residentiality Code

7

164

1=Primar.ily Residential

2=Primarily non-
residential
(Primarily-Residential
is 509i.or more-

resiaentiality

percentage)



.sc
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Card 1 ,(C9ntinued)

, Info

[1.

.1!

54 Predomiriant:racq.a* makef4p:
of studentbodyf

55 Sex of student boci'K

-;

56 Highest offering

58 -60

61

o
1 [ 1

,
. ,..1,[

62-67 Current f4n(B expend .tUre's[=

(in $100040 Ainits),! r

' [ , [,[[ ,1,1,
68

. Urdergrad
,

piOpH Of'43.6vert
level :i '

1

Size

Code:

4=Pred. White
2=Pred Black
3=Pred. other minority

1=Coed- t
2=Male only (mainly)

3=Female only (mainly)

1=Lpss than 1 year
2=1, but Jess than 2
3=4, but less than 4
4=4-5 years
5=1st professional degree
6=Masters
7=Masters +, but not P.H.D.
.8=Doctoral

O =Less than 500
1= sofixig
2=1000-1499 p .

3=1500-1999
4=2000-2999
5=3000-4999
6=5000-7999
,:PG8000-11,999

'B-4-12,000-19,999

9=20,600-or mote

Degree credit, stud Tyyv*
proportibn-

Adcreditapon cbde

Ore

1=4ccredited 'by someone

,2=Not accredited

0 =0 -5%

[ 1=6-10%

,2=11-15%
3=16-20%
4=21-25%

5=26-50%
...,t6=51% or more



Column #

69-72

73

-164-

Card 1,(Continued)

Information

4 digit ETS-SEO Code

1

78, Selectivity Code

79 Other .dimensions of

selectivity

.1.

Code

1=Reletively nonselective
(Selectivity scale value

. of 5 or less)
2=Relatively selective

(Selectivity scale valtie

of 6 or more)

Blank=none
1=racial

2=religiOus
3=other ideological
4=comittment to some

vocation or calling
5=parental constraints
6=age

. 80 Questionnaire return Code Blank=No Regponse
O= Information included under

parent.institution
1=Institution closed or

closing
2 =Did not complete form - no

programs
.4.3=Conflicting or highly

suspect data
4=Spme missing data
'5=Complete return

16G



Coding ofSelectivity Scale Value-
. (Column 50, Card 1)

Assumptions in coding item S of Survey:

(1 rf bare than, one response in answering item the higher numbered
alternative which is checked is assumed.

(2) If alternative (1)-(5) in .item 5-B. or if alternative (3) or (4)
is c4cked in item S-C, alternative (3) in S-A is assumed. ;

(3) I alternative (4) in 5-A is .checked, special procedures are followe
see b low :.

Obtainin theselectivity scale score:

A

If a' emotive (1) or (2) is the response to4item S-A,,the scale value
is a- follows:

Alternative

1

2

.

Scale. _Value
- .

,0

If : lternative (3) is the. response .-co' item' S-A, the Scale sore- Is the
sum Of the values of the.response's in, item 5.1B 'and ;S =C-as '.fo4ows:

.

4 '

-B Alternative Value 5-g A.f.4,rnaiive '.1/alue,
..

. .-..r.-wl

1 1 '', 1 - ,t -.0: .

to 2 , 6., ' ,, 2 -b'
3 Si ,

.3 1 ,.,
p4 ) . 4 ,, :.2 ,: ...

:S 3' - ' .....
.s

6 2
.., .

,

AA

Th if (4) were checked, in 5-B and.(3).'Were checked in S-C; the selectivity
, .sca e value Would besh. + 1 = S.

.
< . . .. ..

, .The s ec al case of alternative .(4) in Item S-A: 1 .

t'
In e event that this alternative is checked (either singly or in combination with
some other alternatilie in"5-A, or,S-C) special consideration bust be given to
,obtiiining the selectivity score. Obviouily, some of the other factors considered
in selection are not within the- same diitension of selectivity reflected by the-selec-
tivity-scale considered here. Icomples are selection due to: race, eligious belief,
other ideological individual .or parental membership in some identifiable

/";

organization, commitment to some vocational plan or calling, etc. In -these cases, the ,-
selectivity code is determined (Or estimated) from the other responseto item S and
from any infOrmation liven in "the explanatioii of the "other" requirement for.admission..

.. 3

.



...

On the other- hand, , some of the other fact9is :foi4,selpctkon are, with14
01,_dipens'ion of the selectivity scale coqideiecl..h re (for exairi-p1 ,

ail, upper kiivis :on jc.blidge, which'at.cepty"alij sitirle is who .have succeis-,-
kialklavi et ed one or ,mOre years in anOtHeir Fostersecofidary institution)
to such event, seleCtii'tity must be iascert4ined as bestea'possit;le. from .!.,

.' the availgble d'ata:. In any eventethe selctivity scaYe v4,11.1d, whtipa.1-
. t tirnat-i45-LA (4) ..is checked, will liiely requife same vat --uvdgement'-

... and will reflect subjecti've evaluation by a "prOfessional,,Stakf member., ,

-Pao: 2

r,

. e

,
f 41

'vs

:

y

3
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A'S !-.;.:4.7..4.
'4 t =Y,

_

.
,OF- HEW REGIONS

r(eclumn46, 'Card 1)
.44..' s

riratl. ectcl'e --;- :-.... t

' .

-
legion .

k :

Regton - Ccnnecticnt.-.r .

s,.. mii4e. - ,:l -'4%
,Na.schusetzt..s.,.

..-, .,- .., .t-: Hampshire
.ghtii1eXiland,,,-. ".

..: -1/.10it,....
....,,,.......,

Itegiori 2:
4.4 New York.-

Puert6 Ty co, .:".
Virgin. =Is fansg",

" aro'

"4." Regi=ons Delaware'
-.L.*, 4 Ditfrict- 0 Co:130114a

; Marysansi
I,

,PenonS)qirqiii.a
. Virginia

Westryirginis

4-4 'ilegion'"4";

. '

Fl§ridit1,
2KerittickY.;

-North' parolizA
south carqiink
tennessee''''

Region S: Minoii
indiana'
Michigan

' Minnesota
Ohio
Wisconsin '



. .

, "Region' 6: . Arkansas
r' -..4,,Otiisfana

- New Mexico..
014ahoda

,t .Texas'i
s

Region 7: '

, Kansas.

Sissouri
4

Neh:i a

-Regison 8:: 1:"..doloracio

tiontana
North' Dakota
South Dakqta
Utah
igyOming

ROgion

Eawaii -
Neirafla.

' America_ n Samoa ,
Guam

il
RegiOn 'Alaslia

Idaho
Oregon

t '.Washington

.
.% r

t.

.4
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jColumn

1-6

7-u

69-72

73

74

-169 -

CARD lA

GENERAL INFORMATION (CONTINUED)

(Present if code in card 1 col. 80 is greater than 2)

Information Code

Full time equivalent
undergraduate enrollment

Per student cost in $100 units
1,((62-67 (card ti.))*10 / (1-6)

4' digit ETS-SEO Code

1

A

rounded

o



Column #

1-2

3-7

.1 8-11'-

12-15

16-20 '

CARD 2

GENERAL INFORMATION ON PROGRAMS FOR
DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

(Present if code in card 1 col. 80 is greater than 2):

Information

Total number of "Special Programs".

TOtal FTE Students served

Total FTE faculty

Total FTE staff

Total Budget'for "Special Programs"
. in $100 units

21-24 Cost Of programs per FTH'student in $100 units
(16-20)/(3-7) - rounded

Total Expenses (item 8) of any
programmatic attention,to dis-
advantaged students in $100 units

25129

30-33
0

34

35

Proportion of programs cost of total.budget
(25-29)/((62,67 (card 1)) *10] - rounded

Proposed .change in
i

programs
(expenses)

Proposed change in programs
(students)

36-37 Rank given "institutional general
funds" (item 10)

38-39

40-41

42-4S . Rank given "endowment income"

44-45 Rank given "o"ther institutional funds"

46-47 . Rank given'"foundations"

48,49 Rank gilien "existing...appropriations"

50-51 Raink given "new federal. legislation"

Rank given "tuition and fees"

Rank given "gifts"

V

4

1'12

1=Smaller Bddget
2=Same Budget

' 3=Increased Budget

1=Fewer Students
2=Same # of Students
34fore Students



,

7171.

Card 2 (continued)

Column # Information Code

52-53 Rank given "state general funds"
-`

.54455 Rank given "hew state legislation"

56-57 Rank givel."other" (average if more
than 1)

iP

'58-59 'Proportion of disadvantaged students
graduating from institution

60-61

%62-63

64

69-7

" 73

a , a
e 0, 1 a II

a . ,
1. 14

.., g *
A'

b.

,
4

e t
11,

/,

Proportion of di§.advantaged students .

traniferring,to'another institution

Proportion of disadvantaged students'
continuing for graduate studies.

Comment Code

4 digit ITS,SE0 code

2

,

173

Blank= no,comment,'or,

non-instructive
comments)

1= kelevant *4:)Mment(s)

4

e



`(.,

5,

, l.! Cards 4; et.;,';

SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON "SPECIAL
pROGRA/8 FOR DISADVANTAGED. 'STUDENTS"

4'

go" be completed if code,in/col::. eard 1

it.,m 6)one card for eath 'program spe'cified in

. .

Inforhation.
.

Column

1 Ad'aderhic orientation 'cOde

2 -3 Ni.4ei of yeirs J,rogram has
operated

4

6-10

11-15

, 16-20

21-22

23-24

25:26

27 -28

29-30

31-32

33-36

37-39

11.

ff

'Bridge program code
4

.Time -of- offering ,Code
,

Full timestudents served

Part time students

-Full. time

Full time faculty

Part 'time facility

served

equivalent students

Full 'time ,equivalent faculty.

Full-time staff

Part time staff

served

F-Sttict agademic :

orj.enta;isiar: .

,,Z#Some non-'acsaaemic;;

'-orientation

2=No
. -

1=Summer school only .

2=Regula'r term Onlm
3=Both, .

Full time equivalent' staW '

Program costs (in $100 Ainpts)

Support source code

5

5n



''
,i;" .

'
'.

I

58

_, .
' lirl&rmat ion

;
Content or,, =titre- ccide-s of
pr9s.ram, f6t-.tite 17 opti7-041

qexcluding' other) 'bf,ipeni
.(e.g-. -!'s-peci41 'academic coUnS`eLing;,,

adt.ri-so;1* alssiStatICect-r.
-,corresponds- to,-Cal :

r'ecruiting efforts Or"
corresponds to:Eo.... 42; "invOtir6ineTit
of 'extra siatitutionai resoutCes-, ,SChoiirs

' .s ending students-',t corresponds to-,,c01- 45 ;'
::-;- "guidance for. graduate,study"CorrOS,- -

pondsto col. 57' =

-' Othet content or -nature code
.(item 7 category "other")

g-ralll ,

,fl

2

lank No other content
= pat fox, this,

Vrogram:
006- other tont ent;

:.:sp6ccfl.t far this
,Prog-am
Two -other ''-cont ents"

for this
1)ograin

J.
E.

e

2 - .

Other -dantepts.
.stiecifid for .this. _

Piogfain .cOst per4TE student in 1$1.00- Units
N3-36)(36-20) rounded

.FTE students pe'r FTE faculty member ,
(16 -20)/(25 -2E)L -rounded,

, ,,, 4 digit US -SE0 Code .

--
r .. ,

t Card:number (,serial number
of program:in, item 6e f4us 2)
. ,

' .

,,

/*

t

.4

:.

.
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FUNDING PATTERN .CODNG

A 3digit Code will be generated for each
.:Of:the qbeStionnaires

,

of the Lines completed on page 2, *tem 6,

The grit digit of this coot represents. basi c funding Inrormati on as follows:

First Code Digit For,

'1 USOE funding exclusively relates .to the
three specific .prograts, "Special .Services .

to Disadvantaged Students", "Upward bound ",
and "Talent Search"...

, V

2 USOE funding exclusively of any other program.

3 0E0 funding exclusively

4 USDL or other Federal funding ,exclusively

5 State or Local funding exclbsively,-

6 Institutional funding exclusively

7 Foundation funding exclusiirelyi

8 Funding by exactly 2 agenciesr,

9 Funding by 3 or more agencies

The last two digits of the ±unding code are self produced codes with the following
exceptionsTo*:- ,

,
.

..Programs of Special.-Seryices to disadvantaged students are coded'

Programs of Upward Bound ate; coded as '102'.
" ...-

Programs of Talent Search are tocleci
.

Non specific U50 fUnding.ii -.coded
Tw -

,Non sPecific 0E0 funding is Codec4 as. ',3001:

Non specific USDL or other 'Te:deral-:fundi.itg is coded as '400 .., , ;. . . ..,. ..
-.Non specific state or `focal -funding` is!,Cod,e,d, as '500' .

. . , . , . ...

Non specificinstitutional 'funding-.1s`'..coded as '60CP_.
. .

, -..... A
. Non specific fcsundation funding Is coded as 710' .

.1:

.

rr.

' t."17,'

4.

4



,206 Non=_SPeci_fiC USOE 'funding
Iligher-Education'iAct of 1965,,

itigh64. Eancation'Act.'of 1965.,,
Titte -

=20.3 - OE - 5HE "b$FA - WSB, .

204 7.0E2- BHE bSFA - LB 4'
205 - OE - BHE-

206 .- DREW -, ABA

207 - DHEW - Welfare
20 OE funds ';through Supplementary 245

''Training Associates . '. 246
209:- HEW, Vocational' Amendment's.

210 - Higher Education. Act of 1965,
Work Study

'240

241
242

''243'

-244

,
'211`- Higher Education Act of 1965,

National/Defense Loan
,..21.2 - EOG

213 - HEW - Peer-Tutor 'reacher Aid
,,program

214 - 'Unspecified HEW
215 - HEW Public Health Service
-216 - HEW - Teacher Corps
217 - Higher Education Amendments of

1968
218.- HEW -EPDA .

219 -116adstart Supplementary Training
Funds ,

220 - NDEA
221 - USOE via State
222 - HEW - Health Manpower
223 - HEW (with Southbend Community

School Corp.)
224 Vocational Education for Dis-

advantaged Students and
Physically Handicapped.

225 - HEW - Adult Education Act. of 1966
226 - Social and Rehabilitation Service
227 - HEW via County School System
228 - Vocational Education Act
229 - Education Professions Develop-

ment Act
230 - Manpower Development and Train-

ing Act
231 - Nurse Training Act of 1964
232 - Higher Education Act of 1965,

CEIHS
233 Elementary and Secondary Education

Act, Title III
'234 - National Institute of Health
235 - 'National Fund for Medical Educa-

tion
236 - "Title I" (PL 89-329)
237 - OE - specified for tuition grants
238, - Title .I - ESA

'247'

248
249
250'

251
252

253
254

255

256
257
258
259

gig funds. for '!'Program for the

recruitment-and retention of
SpeOial Students.

- Unspecified,,OE

i-;e4Deveroping Institutions Grant

- "HEAP" 11965 H.E. 'Act Title III
as amended
PL 89-329, Title 1V-A section 408

-- Elementary and SecondarY Education
Act (Tit1e, VII),

ESEk Titles *I'

102 - B funds
- HEA title VI
-. HEW via Greater Omaha Community Action
- HEW - Maternal and child health service
- HEW - Health Service and Mental Health,'

Administration
- Trafneeships ,

- C.O.P:
HEW Research and Demonstration

- Higher EdUcation Act, Title II-B
- Federal Vocational F -2
- Federal Vocational 4-B
- National Youth Sports rrogram
- Title VI - C&F

VEA part A
260 - College Education Achievement Project.
261 - PL 91-230 Title 6D Dept. of Public

Institutions, Division for Handicapped
Chi ldren-

262 - 0EG-75-71-0009 .(0E Region V)
.263 - Social and Rehabilitation Service
264 - HEW, Division of Special Projects
265 - Division_of Student Assistance
266 - `Public Welfare Foundation

267 - Federal FundS via HEOP
268 - Higher Education Act, Title
269 PL 89-329 Title VB
300 - Non-specified OEO funding
301 - Economic Opportunity Act
302 - Headstart Supplementary Trailing
303 - Model Cities
304 - OEO Migrant. Division

305 - High School Equivalency ,Program
306 - OEO thi.agh Chicago .Committee on

Urban Opportunity
307 - EOG through OEO
308 - OEO via Greateri Jacksonvii le

Economic Opportunity
309 - Job Corps. contract
310 ,- LEAA

311 - Great Lakes Region
312 - Migrant Opportunity Program
313 - (same as' 305)
314 - EPI;STA Headstart

1 7 7



-176--

315 - bEO (and President Ohysieal,Fit-
ness-Prograffi)

316 - 0E0 (through "Community Actions"
400 - Non-specified USDL or other

Federal funding
401 - Federal VEA - Vocational Education
41)2 - Social Security Act of 1967

- 403 - Department of Justice - Law
Enforcement

' 404 - Public Health Act
405 -Jederal funds distributed thi-ough

'State Department of Education
406'- Veterans Administration
407 - Department of.Justice - Omin

Crime Control.Adt .-

408 - Federal funds forDisadvantaged
409 - Employment Opportunity Act
410 - WIN
411 -' NYC (Neighborhood Youth Corps)
412 - Student Special, Service Planning

Grant
413 - USDb via National Alliance of

Businessmen
414 -Department of Interior - Bureau

of Ind4an Affairs
415 - Emergency Employment Act of 1971
416 - Civil Rights Act
417 - Public Service Careers
418 - "New Careers"
419 - EPA
:4,20 =M. Appalachian Regional Commission

.421 - Unspecified.Federal funds via state
422 Department of Ihterior - YEati

Conservation ,Corps,.

423 - College Education Achievement Project
4240.- Federal Highway Safety Act
.425 - HUD (EOPS)
426 - LEAP

USDL - subcontract City of Chicago,
428'- HUD through,North Texas Planning

Cdmission
500 - Non-specified State or local funding
501 - State Geieral Education Fund, Title

III r Alabama
502 - State Appropriation, 1xtended

PfOgrami California
503 - Alabama -.PL 91 -230 Education of

the Handicapped
504 - State.Board for Community Colleges

and Occupational Education
505 - CDE

I

506 - Special State Appropriation
50/-. State Board for Vqcational Education
508 - Disadvantaged and.Resource fund
509 - State Adult Education
510 - Chicago .Committee on Urban Opportunity
511 - State vocation Rehabilitation funds
512 - Local taxes
513 - State Department of Welfare
514 - State Vocational Technical Board
515 Community Gift Support
516 - State NYC ' ,

.517 - Illinois revised statute - 122-30=15
$18 - State ,General and Department of

Rehabilitation'
51§%. State Appropriation -,general
520 - State Vocational Education Funds,
521 - State Employment SecurityCoinissimn
522 - State Department of Education'
523 - S.R:S.
524 - Program of Continuing Studies
525 - Local (CDA)
526 Department of Social and Rehabilitation

Institutions (Oklahoma)
527 -Education Opportunity Program - N.J.
528 .- Urban Education Corps. - N.J.
529 - Department of Community Affairs - N.J.
530 - City (or county). Board of Education
531 - State Department-of labor/industry
532 - State law enforcement assistance .

Council grant
533 '-'$oard of Regents
534 COMbined Special and general state

appropriation
535 - Ohio Rehabilitation Resources Board
536 - st'at4 Bureau of Employment Services
537

538- N.C. Rural Manpower Development Corp:
539 - County funds (for NYC)
540 - Metropolitan Action Commission
541.- Texas Education Agency (and Local)
542.- Higher Education Eqtal Opportunities,

Act - State funds N.Y:
543 - State Department of Higher Education
544 - City of'N.Y. Executive Budget
545 - "5 Towas,Community-Center"
546 --EOP N.Y.
547 - N.Y. Full Oppoftunity Programi
548 - N.Y. Department of Correctional

Services
549 - CCC (Illinois) ,

550 - Illinois State Scholarship Commission.

1.,



551

600

601

602

603
604

605

; 606

607
608

' ;1

SWe Bureau of Employment erv/ces
Non-specific institutional fundorng
Special "Student Ale funds
General funds plus fees
Strictly fees/tuition.
Safts
Bdard of Trustees ,

Summer School General ,8udget !I

General funds, tuie endowment
General *funds plus' V 'povqn

ment

1

609 Funds for developmental coutseS.I
. , ,;1;'610 Faculty contributions' plus , '

Student Government . i , i

611 Admissions office plUS Student .1' 1

Government ,, ':11

612 Salaries (from general funds);
613 - Regular financial aidi and : ,;

institutional funds ' : . . . , ,

614 Financial aid and grants-it-aid,
615

616

'617 -

Institutional "matching granW.
I

General funds fro state

appropriations- fees f

General funds '(in one on endow-, 1
ment) d

61e - General funds (J.C.) state I

and local funds .

619 Division of Comlunity Service's
620 - Funds plus tuition ,

621 - Office of Student Services '

622 - General funds plus unrestridied '

gifts

625 - "Claremont College's,"

624 - Title Grant
625 - Institutional Human Re/ation ,

Council

I I,

. .

626 - University Grats to 'Minority
1,

i

Students
1

!Students .
, .

, , ' I

1, '

f

1
627 - Regular College Budget, sUpported;

'

State
1 , , 1 ,

by Sponsor, Student, State 1 ;; i,.;', ,1,1::

628 -. SUNY - EOP funds .; ; I: ;:i;

'.629.- Voluntary tutoring , :

630 --''SUNY plus Institutional i 1, a r!!1'; ;!;

funds ! . ,. '," ';1!:: r!.;..1

631 - Institutional' funds : t,ui. tion,i

local taxes., state appditicInfl ' ;

Ment , .

I , ,

I
I , i:,1.:l

100: 7 Non-specified institutional funding
701 MDtA
702 '

105 tlnited Methodist Church
704; ,Alfred P. Sloan Foundation
30 ; Radice VA,ler Foundation

706' ;L. CLEO Noun cis 1 on Legal Educational
'

Opportunity)
707 ± EVangelical Covenant Church of

America,
- American Association of Medical
.Coileges institution b .

709 Union
710 PAction"
'711 CLEO
712 =Tinker Foundation
713 - Fard Foundation
714 - ,Reforked ,Church of America
.,71$ - KellOgg :

7lfr - Arnerican Baptist

717 ,Bob Davis Scholarship fund
/1118 ,,ROCkefeller Foundation 'plus 71#.

',Jan Foundation .

71!) - Booth Ferris Foundation
: . Private. (unspecified)I' 726 "

7.211 - ',Diocese of Providence
7.21 -L, laufsi Calder , Foundation
723H KA-
'724, United Progress, Inc.2 ..

72,5,',- BUt ler' Mfg. Co.

::726:- JoSiah, Macy, Jr. Foundation
727' - MaSsongi 11 Foundati On

- : 'N so -, ; i4nOwer Development Corp.
729',',. Mtional 'Endowment for the

';p.11 ;111uManties.

736,HRoCkefeller Foundation
:731.- 'q0SPecfied Business and Industry

'.; /3" -:' Seven Colleges Consortium (Ford
. . , ..

. ' and Darts forth Foundations)
73.,,-: Band (unspecified) ,

N.,,..
,.

7SS -':1:trtheran Churches and private source

756 '-.,2al,,e FbundatiOn

737, M6odyFoundation
7 General, Electric, inc..

:739,,: Oerderer, Foundation
/46' 7* Wdell Foundation -

,I,,-

7



741 - Vpited Tribes Development Corp. 786

742. - Haas' Foundation 787

743 - Association of Foundations
744 - College of DuPage Foundation, Inc. 788,

750 - City University N.Y.; Institutional
funds

751 - county;Private

.

- HEOP; Institutional; Shiffritan,Foundation

- EOG; CWS; NDSL; HEOP; EOP; Ot r; ''

Institutional
N.Y..E0P; OE; CACHE

789 - N.Y. HEOP; N.Y. Scholar Incentive,
,Mater Del
- Brunne: Foundation Commonwealth

Foundation; Central Brooklyn Model
Cities Human Relations' Administration'
N.Y.C.

= OE, Division of Special Services;
Tuition and other university sources

- PL,91-23G; MTA; WIN; DVR; kCC
- State; local; institutional-
Special Gifts

- EOP-N.Y.; EOG;NDSL; OE (unspecified);
Institutional

- EOG; CWS; Institutional
- ,0E; Institutiona; Buhl Foundation
- Private Gifts; Federal; General Funds'
- National Defense Loan;zTexas
Opporturit'y Plan; United Student Aid
Fund;,TeVerally Guaranteed loans,
othe.6

799 - Federal; State; Institutional

752 Department ,of Mental Hygiene; VEA
753 - Institutional funds; State EOP
754 - OE; .Bureau of Indian Affairs
755 - A.P. Sloan Foundation; Student

tuition
.756 - VEA part B; Lnstitutional
757 - General Funds; College Work Study 793,

758 - Donations,; MCCCD
759 - WIN; D.O.L. 794

760 - Campaign forzlipman Development;
Special Fees 4 795

761 - Mary Foundatiqp; Institutional 796

762 Texas Education Agency; Local . 797

Funds '

798

790

791

792

763 - Institutional; Contribution from
Christian Brothers

764 - CEP/MDTA
765 - Institutional; :Ford Foundation -

766 - Center for Educational-Action;
Institutional ' I 1

707 - State General Fund; Student Aid
768 - Corporate Gifts; Sloan_ Foundation
769 - HUD FellOwships; ASPA
770 - Private Gifts; Feal .Scholarships
775 - N.Y. Times Foundation;i Eastman Foun-
,

dation; GTE Foundation; InStitu-
tionaA,Funds

776 - NY EHOP; Institutional-funds,
. federal funds

777 - Fleischman toundatiOn; Ford
Foundation; NY State; Institution-
al; funds from of er,institutions

778 Same as 776 plus ther State funds
779 - Sahe as 776 plus student fees
780.-. N.Y. State Department of EdUcation;

NYC Committee for Blind; Liong
Club

. '1781 - HEOP, N.Y.; institutional funds;

unspecified-qthar ;
782 - Academic Opportunity Consortium

NY HEOP; EOG, NDSL, CWS, NY Scholar
Incentive; Institutional funds

783 - HEOP; Institutional2Grant;
Division of Rehabilitation

584 - Federal funds; Institutional
Grant; Division of Rehabilitation

785 - HEOP: institutional; Stude t, /

Association funds; Founda ion,
funds,

I-

18O



-179-
. _

CODES FOR MULTIPLE FUNDING- -TWO SdURCES

806 - Federal;, al

801 - State; L al (or 4ounty)
802 - VEA (pa A); Local
803 - Federal; State
804 OE-WSP (0E-PL 88-452): Institutional
805 - OE (unspecified); Institutional
$06 - Unspecified state; Institutional
867 - State; NDEA ,

808 - State; Title III
809 - Itistitutional; Title III
810 - OEO; Rockefeller Foundation
811 - State; Vocationl Amendments of

1968
812 - InstitutiOnal;.Local
813 - OEO, Title'III; Fees
814 - Institutional; Model Cities
815 - Unspecified Feddral; Institutional
816 - Model' Cities; State budget,
817 - EPDA-0A; State',
818 - Tuition: contributed services of

religious personnel
819 - HEW Title IV-A PL 89 -10 Migrant

Amendment; State
820 --Ergher Education Act; Local
821 - S ate.genyal;Title'I, part C' of

E A
822 - H Wi Department of Laboi
823 - I stitutional;State Board for

C =unity 'Colleges,
$24 - I stitutional; Unspecified other
825 - I stitutional; "special" state
826 - S I'Francisco Consortium; Ford

F undation
827 - EOG; "'special" State

828 - Vocational Education; State '

Department of ,Rehbilitation
829 - Federal; State vocational
830 - OEO; State
831 - Division of Vocational and Teghni-

cal Education; Board of Vocational
'Rehabilitation

832 - OEO; Model Cities
833 - Adult Education Act; State
834 - STP; Training Rehabilitation Act
835 -*total funds;, Model Cities'
836 - OEO; Institutional .

- 0E0; Local
- Eugene Agnes Meyer Foundation;
,ForO Foundation

839 - California Youth Authority;
rns;iitutional.

840 - National Urban Coalition;'`PL 84=329 -

841 - TuitiOn;,, Genral Aid

842 - Special State Funds; OE (Special
Services)

843 - state rePartnent of Vocational and
Technical Education; Institutional

844 - OE; Local
845 - USDL;MDITA.

846 - State General Funds; Vocational Edu-
cation Act

847 - Institutional; M/0 Fund
848

4
- Auxiliary Enteiprises; Special Pundt

849 -tstitutional; -Title IV A
850 - stititional; Title I (PL189-329)
851 - Student Senate; Chprch
852 - Institutional; Education Develop-

.. inept Program

853 - Institutional; Educational Professional .

Development Act
854 - Institutional; Industry

, 855 - Rockefeller Foundation; Hill Foundation
856 - "Special Needs:; "Vocational Education"
857 -.State funding; tuition -

858 - Hill Foundation; Institutional,
859 - Land Education Fund; institutional
860 : Action for Boston Community Develop-

ment, Mass. Board; Regional Community
- Colleges
861 - "Special State Appropriation"; neral

State Funds
862 - Institutional; Unspecified"go'vernment

funds
863 - OEO; OE

864 - General Institutional fees; outside
scholarship aid

865 - OE (PL 90-575 sec. 105); General State
Funds

866 - Institutional; unrestricted gifts
867 - dnstitutional; National Institute

fo'r Management Development.
86& - EPDA; Private funds

,

869 - National Teacher Cotps; Urban
Education Corps'

"Supportive Services Funds"; "Direct
Aid toStudents"

0 4
872 - Title III, OE; Massongill Foundation
871

873 - Varied Indian Program support;
.,01, Institutional
774 - OE; Institutional "matching funds"
.875 National Institute of Ment,a1 Health;

CS,F .

181
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876 - Higher EducatOn Act, Title'VI;
Institutional

1 877 - Emergency Employment Act of 1971;
Instituional funds 4 , 900 -.

-878 Institutional; Rockefeller Foupda-

-1807

.

;.-'
.4

CODES FOR MULTIPLE FUNDING - THREE OR MORE,
- SOURCES r- /.

0E9, .VEA, ..State OEP, District,..
Foundatioh

JFC
"

ti on . . -

87 9"z- NationaX Institute of Health-;

Institutional
880 - Institutional; VEA
881 - Institutional; Bureau of Indian '

Affairs "904 -
882 - Diviiion of Student Assistance.(HEW); 905 -

Institutional
883 - Student fees;'county taxes
884 - Institutional; Board of Regents.
885,'- SRS; USOE

. 886 - Unspecified HEW; Vocational
Amendments of 1968

901 - VEA, State OPl Local
. 902 - CWS, EUG, NDSL, Local y

903 7. Department of HEW, Public/Realth Service,
National In'tituti of Health., Bureau

Of Health Manpoe
Banks and Lending Agencies. e,

San Francisco Foundation, Oakes Founda'-
tion, National Foundation for the Arts,
Institutidnal Funds, S.F.
School District VIE, Federal Employment,
Model Cities
HEW - USDL -IVE

State and PL 91-230, Title III and ,

Fees

State and Local an d FeeS .

Federal and. State and Local
Work Study (Federal) and State EOG
Grants and State Budget
Work Stpdy (Federal) and CEEB /

USDL andc,State Special Appropriations
end Associated Students, Inc..
HEW EP.D.A. and Foundation and
Van Ruben Sets and Levi Strauss
Feesrand AssociatedStudents", Inc.
and Faculty - Staff. Contributions and
Regents and carryrover funds and .

Educational Opportunity ,Grant'

887 - HEW; N.C. Department of
Community Colleges

888 - InstitutiOnal;USDL
889 - Glvernors Crime Commission; CEO
890 - MDTA; State (or district)

:891 - Institutional; Vocational
Rehabilitation.

892 - Institutional; Aron poundation
893 - Institutional; Mellon Grant
894 - Title III; Student tuition
89S -Noody Foundation; Texas Education

Agency , .

896 - State EOP; Federal
;897 - 'OE; Model Cities COP 4

898 - institutional; HEOP N.Y. : ,916 -
899 - HEW, PL 89-36; National Technical

Institute for the. Deaf 917

906 -

907 -
908 -

909 -

910 -
911 -

912

913 -

914 -

915 -

)

I

40.

Q.

«CS

General' unds and'Special Institutional
(Mellon Grant) and EQG aid NDEA (

Institutional and EOG, NDEA, Work Study,
Nursing Scholarship,iursing Loan,
*Scholarship

918'- WIN and Local and State '

919 - University of-Miami'and,Dade County ,

Community Action Agency and EOpI,
920 - USOE - Vocational Educational' Act

and. USOE-Vocational Rehabilitation
and USOE Higher Education Act of 1965

921 --InstitutAnal and. and HUD Model
Cities f'

922 - VA and CWS and COP and Institutional
and DVR and State

923 - NYC; Special State Institutional
924 - EM; EMP; At
92S CWS; EOPS.;,Generar I titutional
'926 EOG and Special St and VEA
927 EOG and Special State and District
928 -. Federal (CWS; EOG.; NDSL) and State

Appropriations'arid Private Scholar-

11

,4

/4.
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. 929 - Same as 917 and State
-930 - OEO, 'WOE, and Institutibpal

931-- USOE, Chicago Community Tfust,
WC and JV Stone Fonndatiod2
Field Foundation of Illinbis,
and National Board of Episcopal ;

Cfturthes

932 - Department of Corrections; Junldr
College-Board; Eivision-of Voca-
tional kehabilitation.

'933 - OE Division of Student Assistance;

Institution; Agencies.

9134 - MDTA ;and State and Local

935 - (OE) CWSP; Title I part C, NDSL;
Title m EOG; Title IV part A
and 'Institutional

936 - Fees; Special needs funds; special
projects; State Aid

937 - Institutional; Title IVA; Title IVC;
Title II; State Grant appropriations;
Ford Foundation

938 - State; LoCal; District
939 ci State General Funds; State SPD

:Funds;NTF Title III
940 - AAMC; Health.Manpower; Institution51
941

942

943

- 0E0; IH;, HU
- Institutional General; EOG; Work
Study; National.Deferise Loan

- Rockefeller Foundatilm; Claremont
Colleges;, Student, Family
Contributions; Grants and Scholar-
ships

944 - VEA; BIA; EOP
945 - HEW; State (and Speclal State);

Institutional

.t

. ,

946 - Tuition; General Aid; Vocational,
Aid ., '

947 - Vocational Aid; Federal Aid; Local 969
tax '. .

-,

948 - USOE PI., 91-380; Department of Edu-

cation PL 90-575; HEW PL, 91-204; 970 -
State funds 971 -

.9494,Ford Foundation; .17-'iltaron" Founda-
tion; Institutional -

9-56- State; County; Fees 973 .-

951 - Michigan Department o.e Education;
Department of Vocational Rehabita- 974 -
tion; Institutional; Kalamazzoo 975 -
Foundation

,

, 952 - College Budget for Student Aid;' 976 -
EOG; State Aid,

(

c

953 -'Institutional?General; Zu..vat,e

Industry; Alumni, Fund.
934 EOG Title V; NDL Title II;

. St. Paul Foundation; Tozer FoUnda-
tion; Otto Bremer; Aid Association .

e 7

for Lutherans; Churchers; Institutional-
955 - Institutional (General); Emergency,

Employment Act;'Bureau of Indian
Affairs; EGG; Work Study g

956 - Higher Education Act, Title III;
tteral Institutional' Funds; American,

L heran Church; Hill Foundation;,
Student Association,

957 -' HEW, EOG, NDEAL, State, General,

Special; Student Senate; Private
Donations

958 - 0E,,Ford Foundation; General State
Funds

959,- Instifutidnal; Title II, Model Cities
960 - title If Model Cities; State Funds
96.1 - 942 - except that'instituO.onal

funds tome from ttlition and income
962r - State eefrartment Hign4r, Education;

.

Restrictedfunds;# Unrestricted funds;
EOG; College Job Program

963-2 State.Board of Regents,; Religious
Affiliation, 0ohnsn FOUndation,

.private-DonOrs
to General Appropriations; Gifts,

E G; Victarfa Foundation; Tutrell
F dndation

965 - EOG; EOF; TAG; NDSL; Ford
Foundation

966 - EOG; EOF; Sloan Foundation; Victoria
Foundation.

967 - EOF; State General Fund;. Institutional
968 - EOF; CWS (Work Study);(1M, itutional.

972-

EOF; Tuition Aid Grants (Stt'ate);

College contribution from unrestricted
funds; EOG; College, Job Program .

Tuition; State; Cqunty
V.A.; Institutional;,.P.N. Gate.
Institutional; Private Foundation;
OEO -

Churth; Missouri Synod-
In titAtional'

State Adult Education; OEO; Local fund$
SSDS money;State Disadvantaged;
General State; Vocational Edutation
"SSDS ", funds, Regents; Student
Development
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